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occurring within Kentucky’s secondary agricultural education classrooms. 
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CHAPTER I 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Background and Setting 
The benefits inclusion and diversity pose to agricultural education can be readily 
found within previous educational research. Chatman, Sherman, and Doerr (2015) found 
that groups charged with a collectivistic task were more likely to complete the task better 
when the group consisted of diverse cultural nationalities. They also found that 
heterogeneous groups who were prepared to be more individualistic were more likely to 
execute the task worse (Chatman, Sherman, & Doerr, 2015). These findings could be 
utilized within education to create interventions that teach collectivistic mindsets to 
overcome the effects of homophily and in-group mentality. Chang and colleagues (2003), 
as cited in Stayhorn and Johnson (2014), found that racially diverse environments lead to 
both qualitative and quantitative gains as they stimulated creativity and speculation.  
Furthermore, Terenzini et al. (2001), as cited in Stayhorn and Johnson (2014), found that 
racial/ethnic composition of a classroom aided the development of students’ problem-
solving and group skills. The benefits of diversity and inclusion have been found to 
increase student gains, but it also allows all students to develop a sense of belonging and 
Osterman (2000) found individual sense of belonging affects students’ feelings about 
themselves. Therefore, one could posit that the inclusion of diversity within the 
secondary agriculture classroom would provide students with more learning advantages.  
Diversity and inclusion may also provide critical, soft skills that the business 
sector is beginning to demand of its employees. Cultural competence is increasingly 
being considered as an essential skill in professional workplaces (Wood & Landry, 2008). 
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This ability to integrate and transform knowledge about individuals and groups of people 
into specific standards, practices, and attitudes used in appropriate cultural settings 
increases quality of service and produces better business outcomes (Davis, 1997). While 
there is a gap in research of "business case for diversity" regarding the impact it has on 
the bottom line (Coleman, 1995), the current research has focused on the potential for 
increased performance (Wood & Landry, 2008).  Cultural diversity can provide 
businesses with diverse experiences and knowledge, which are beneficial qualities for 
companies with an orientation towards growth (Cox, 1994; Priem et al, 1995; McLeod et 
al, 1996).  Furthermore, when inclusion is implemented by an organization, employees 
are more likely to feel valued and supported; therefore, tend to be more innovative 
(Eisenberger et al, 1990). Diversity and inclusion will need to find its place in the 
agricultural education classroom to continue to meet the changing skill and knowledge 
demands of the 21st century agriculture industry. 
Need for the Study 
The National FFA Organization created six initiatives to present to stakeholders 
and members at the 2016 National Convention. The aim of these six initiatives is to 
purposefully direct the organization towards goals that should be accomplished within the 
next few years. One of these six initiative committees is the “Committee for Exploring 
Methods of Increasing Diversity & Inclusion in National FFA Programs”. The committee 
is said to “[d]efine diversity and inclusion in regards to the National FFA Organization. 
Evaluate the ‘We Are FFA’ program. Discuss ways we can be all inclusive in all 
programs, curriculum, and ceremonies. Explore ways to quantify data in regards to 
diversity” (Page 1). While the National FFA Organization does possess statistics 
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regarding race and ethnicity statistics and agricultural education has research regarding 
the same topics, limited research has been performed on the diversity and inclusion of 
social groups within secondary agricultural education classrooms. However, researchers 
have evaluated perceptions and barriers to diversity inclusion within agricultural 
education. Warren & Alston (2007) found that North Carolina agricultural educators 
found the barriers to diversity inclusion to be prejudices and stereotypes, perceptions of 
agriculture, guidance counselors. While LaVergne, Jones, Larke, & Elbert (2012) found 
that Texas agricultural educators believe a lack of role models, stereotypes, perceptions 
of agriculture, and acceptance of peers are a few of the main barriers to diversity 
inclusion. Based off the emphasis of promoting diversity and inclusion within agricultural 
education, homophily and social-type labels must be researched within agricultural 
education and addressed to successfully implement strategic diversity initiatives.   
Statement of the Problem 
 In the midst of evaluating agricultural education’s current diversity initiatives, 
educators must assess the inclusion of all social groups as well as racial diversity. To 
address inclusion of social groups, researchers must first look at the need to determine 
whether homophily of social groups is occurring within the secondary agricultural 
education classroom would serve beneficial. This would allow educators to better 
understand the demographics of their student population and how similar or different they 
are. Then the determination of which social group is shown preference within agricultural 
education could allow the profession to have purposeful diversity initiatives and 
recruitment goals.  
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The purpose of this thesis is to (1) evaluate what status-type labels are more likely 
to be preferred among students in secondary agricultural education courses; (2) determine 
the relationship of homophily among students in secondary agricultural education 
courses; (3) identify the characteristic descriptors / social norms of students in secondary 
agricultural education courses; and (4) to determine the characteristics students identify 
as necessary to be successful in agricultural education courses. 
Research Objectives and Hypothesis 
 The following research objectives have been developed. These objectives will 
assist in examining the essential theoretical components of this study. 
RO1: Describe the student population of Kentucky secondary agricultural education 
seniors. 
RO2: Describe the perceived depth of inclusion by each social distance scale of the 8 
student profiles 
RO3: Describe the perceived identity of homophily by student profiles 
RO4: Determine the rank of acceptance by student profiles based upon Social 
Distance Scale means. 
RO5: Determine the relationship of demographic variables to the identified breaking 
point from each student profile. 
RO6: Describe the relationship of perceived measurement of homophily by student 
profiles and student characteristics. 
Theoretical/Conceptual Framework 
Three theories will be used as a foundation for this study. Homophily discusses 
that people who share characteristics in common are more likely to meet and therefore 
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spend more time together (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook, 2001). Social identity 
theory, based off Tajfel and Turner’s contribution to psychology, discusses that a 
person’s social identity is based off the groups they are a part of. This theory also 
includes a topic called in-group favoritism or the idea that people favor the group their 
identity is founded in, even at the expense of others (Turner, Brown, & Tajfel, 1979). 
Finally, Identity Formation Theory, which is most extensively described in the work of 
Erik Erikson, is the process of developing a self-identity that is both unique and satisfies 
the need for group affiliation. Erikson created the phrase identity crisis to define the 
temporary turmoil adolescents experience as they struggle with alternatives and choice, 
but to manage this crisis they often bond together in cliques (Erikson, 1950). 
The theory of homophily says people who are alike are more likely to find each 
other and congregate. There are multiple different dimensions that homophily can form 
around. McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook (2001) found that homophily can occur 
between race and ethnicity, sex and gender, age, religion, education, occupation, social 
class, network position, behavior, attitudes, abilities, beliefs, and aspirations. It can also 
be caused by diverse reasons such as geography, family ties, organizational foci, 
isomorphic sources, cognitive processes, and selective tie dissolution (McPherson, Smith-
Lovin, & Cook, 2001). Therefore, each example of homophily is unique in its formation 
and influence, which must be taken into account before attempting to promote diversity.  
The study of homophily has spanned years and David Easley and Jon Kleinberg 
write that, “[h]omophily provides us with a first, fundamental illustration of how a 
network’s surrounding contexts can drive the formation of its links” (Easley & Kleinberg, 
2010, p. 86). By studying how and why homophily occurs researchers can understand the 
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importance of organizational or classroom environment and how it impacts the student 
interaction and relationships. Studies have shown that the larger the group, whether it is a 
classroom or workplace, the more likely homophily is to occur. Researchers have found 
that the larger the environment, the more diversity occurs, allowing each culture to be 
more likely to find someone similar to their own culture, thus resulting in homophily 
(Van Der Wildt, Van Avermaet, & Van Houtte, 2015; Curarini & Redondo, 
2011;McPherson & Smith-Lovin, 1987). Therefore managers, teachers, employers, etc. 
cannot simply recruit for diversity. Instead they must also put programs in place to 
increase cross-cultural ties. 
Social identity theory was created by Tajfel and Turner in 1979 and their paper 
Social Comparison and Group Interest in In-group Favouritism. Social identity theory 
says people do not have one personal sense of identity, rather multiple identities based on 
group memberships. They also say that these salient groups provide a feeling of 
belonging. In efforts to increase self-image, people boost the significance of the group 
they belong to, otherwise known as in-group mentality. The research team also found that 
intergroup discrimination would occur in attempt to boost group importance (Turner, 
Brown, & Tajfel, 1979). Members are able to enhance the status of their group by being 
more charitable and less envious of their fellow group members (Chen & Li, 2009). 
Charness, Rigotti, and Rustichini (2007) accentuated the power of social identity when 
they found that people are guided by group memberships in social environments 
(Charness, Rigotti, & Rustichini, 2007). As a result, people will assume an identity that 
provides meaning and builds self-esteem (Vignoles, Golledge, Regalia, Manzi, & 
Scabini, 2006). Human development psychologists have also found that a supportive peer 
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group is salient to the development of a healthy sense of identity as adolescents 
experiment with social roles and make live decisions (Douvan & Adelson, 1966; Sherif & 
Sherif, 1964; Erikson, 1959; Sullivan, 1953). While social identity theory presents 
positive motivation that will be discussed later, it also holds the potential to create 
groupthink or negative peer influence.  
Ekmerkci (2009) found that a higher frequency of interaction within a group and 
the more information received about the group will cause a person to create a stronger 
identity within the group. The more salient the group becomes in the formation of a 
person’s identity the more predictable their behavior becomes according to Griepentrog, 
B. K., Harold, C. M., Holtz, B. C., Klimoski, R. J., and Marsh, S. M. (2012).  They argue 
that the closer the organization’s values align with a person's, helps predict whether they 
will join the group. Organizational identification can develop before a formal, recognized 
group inclusion and is an important aspect in the forecast of behavioral pursuit or 
withdrawal intentions (Griepentrog, et al, 2012). Therefore, the more homophilous 
factors found between the group and the individual combined with the frequency of 
interaction greatly controls the group’s amount of influence and the likelihood of 
impacting the individual's identity. 
Definitions 
NFA- New Farmers of America – Organization created to serve African-
American young men attending vocational agriculture classes in segregated schools.  
FFA- an intracurricular organization for students interested in agriculture and 
leadership 
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Subgroup – a set of people who identify themselves as a member of a group that 
is also part of a larger social system to which they belong. Subgroups can be formally 
defined, such as a student club or it can be informally outlined such as a friendship 
clique. (Frank, 1995). 
Crowds – larger groups that share “identity prototypes” reflecting “different 
lifestyles and value systems” (Bishop, Bishop, Gelbwasser, Green, & Zuckerman, 2003). 
Social-type label -  symbolic expressions invented by students, and the labels 
assigned to different crowds indicate the members’ dominant characteristics and 
preferred activities 
In-group bias - the tendency to favor in-group members over out-group through 
evaluations and behaviors 
Homophily – the predisposition for friendships to form between individuals who 
are alike 
Secondary - grades intermediate between elementary and college 
Breaking point – The concept of Social Distance Scales that presumes a kind of 
internal consistency such that an individual would “go just so far” in letting a person of 
another group near him/her, but would go no further. The breaking point defines the 
degree of closeness where the participant “rejects” a person (Newcomb, Turner, & 
Converse, 1965).  
Degree of Closeness – The distance the participants prefers to keep between him 
or herself and the Mock Student profile. Respondents accept persons “up to a certain 
degree of social proximity, and then reject them in any more intimate contact” 
(Newcomb, Turner, & Converse, 1965).  
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Depth of Inclusion – See Degree of Closeness 
Limitations 
 Results from this study are limited to students enrolled in agricultural education 
courses in the Commonwealth of Kentucky. The questionnaire was sent to every school 
within Kentucky that possesses an agriculture program with instructions for the teachers 
on how to administer the anonymous survey. Due to the unique topographic and 
population makeup, this data may not be able to be used when inferring to different states 
or populations. Furthermore, due to the questions personal nature and out of respect for 
student confidentiality, no geographic identifiers were requested. However, due to the 
sensitive nature of the questions the results are at risk of misreporting due to 
embarrassment of uncomfortability (Tourangeau & Yan, 2007). 
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Chapter 2 
Review of the Literature 
Introduction 
Originally, social identity theory stemmed from realistic group conflict theory 
(Sherif, 1966). Tajfel and Turner (1979) argued that Realistic Conflict Theory lacked 
focus on the underlying processes of the development and preservation of group identity 
and the affects autonomy has on aspects of group membership. Tajfel and Turner (1979) 
set out to supplement R.C.T. theory to provide a more in depth understanding of the 
functional relations between social groups. The core concept of R.C.T. that formed the 
pillar of social identity theory was one of Sherif's (1966) findings. He found that the more 
intense an intergroup conflict, the more likely individuals of opposing groups will act as a 
role of their respective group memberships, instead of through their individual 
characteristics. Sherif (1966) found that he could put an end to friendships by placing 
friends on opposing teams and instituting an intergroup conflict. Individuals were more 
likely to act on behalf of their randomized groups then for an individual friend in an 
opposing group. Tajfel and Turner's (1979) further posited that a limitation of R.C.T., 
intergroup hierarchies, could be explained through their term "in-group bias" (38). While, 
R.C.T. believed that intergroup conflict should occur when rival groups were competing 
for resources, Tajfel's previous work had begun to explain in-group bias could occur 
whenever the perception of belonging to a group was sufficient to trigger an intergroup 
discrimination and favoring of the in-group (Tajfel et al, 1971; Tajfel & Billing, 1974). 
While the concepts behind homophily date back centuries (Aristotle, 1934; Plato, 
1968), the sociological perspective originates from Lazarsfeld and Merton's (1954) study 
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of friendship. The study analyzed the formations of friendships as a social process by 
interviewing individuals within two different communities. The variables of sex, race, 
age, social class, organizational affiliation, and standing in the local community were 
used to determine the level of likeness or difference of attitudes and values or of social 
status. Lazarsfeld and Merton (1954) were also the first to fix the lack of terminology to 
indicate a predisposition for friendships to form between individuals who are alike by 
coining the term homophily.  
Homophily 
 Homophily refers to the propensity for people to have ties with others who are 
similar to themselves in at least one social dimensions (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & 
Cook, 2001). The term originally stems from the ancient Greek words "homou", meaning 
together, and "philia", meaning friendship.  There are multiple different dimensions that 
homophily can form around. McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Cook (2001) discovered that 
homophily can occur between race and ethnicity, sex and gender, age, religion, 
education, occupation, social class, network position, behavior, attitudes, abilities, 
beliefs, and aspirations. It can also be caused by diverse reasons such as geography, 
family ties, organizational foci, isomorphic sources, cognitive processes, and selective tie 
dissolution (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook, 2001). Therefore, each example of 
homophily is unique in its formation and influence, which must be taken into account 
before attempting to promote diversity and inclusion.  
 The study of homophily has spanned years, then David Easley and Jon Kleinberg 
(2010) discussed that homophily allows researchers to better understand how networks’ 
links are created and impacted by surrounding environments. By studying how and why 
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homophily occurs researchers can understand the importance of organizational or 
classroom environment and how it impacts student interactions and relationships. Studies 
have shown that the larger the group, whether it is a classroom or workplace, the more 
likely homophily is to occur. Researchers have found that the larger the environment, the 
more diversity occurs, allowing each culture to be more likely to find someone similar to 
their own culture, thus resulting in homophily (Van Avermaet, & Van Houtte, 2015; 
Curarini & Vega Redondo, 2011; McPherson & Smith-Lovin, 1987). Therefore, 
managers, teachers, employers, etc. cannot simply recruit for diversity. Instead they must 
also put programs in place to increase cross cultural ties by fostering meaningful 
interaction across groups. 
 Homophily research on the formation of friendships found that adolescents 
organize their friendship choices based on their behaviors and what the group can offer 
them (Kiesner, Poulin, & Nicotra, 2003; Kandel, 1978). The traits homophily form 
around are so salient that Smirnov and Thurner (2016) found that students are more likely 
to change their friend network then they are to change their performance or behavior. 
Smirnov and Thurner theorize from their results that homophily stems from networking 
linking and re-linking instead of through socialization. However, Brechwald and 
Prinstein (2011) discuss that once a student’s sense of identity has been formed within a 
group, peers have significant influence over the other areas of a person’s life. Bandura’s 
(1986) principal, as cited in Brechwald and Prinstein, examine how students embrace 
new behaviors within important social context through valued peer feedback such as 
modeling, reward, and punishment. Regardless of whether homophily is formed around a 
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behavior; it often expands into other variables; thus, creating a deeper more stable 
network of homophily.  
 Homophily can configure around many different variables, but homophily is 
innate within people, that researchers are determining that people are genetically more 
prone to peer influence (Brechwald & Prinstein, 2011). As a result of the innateness, 
homophily can occur in settings without stereotypes and biases such as within the 
Currarini and Mengel (2016) study where individuals were randomly assigned to groups 
to play a game. They found that participants were significantly more likely to want to pair 
with another individual from their randomly assigned group (Currarini & Mengel, 2016). 
Not only can homophily occur in settings without stereotypes, but it can also occur 
structurally. Caetano and Maheshri (2015) used the novel Foursquare mobile application 
to analyze how people within eight major US cities, sorted into neighborhoods and 
venues. This poses the issue that school districts could already have structural homophily 
occurring within neighborhoods before students even step foot into school grounds. 
Richards’ (2014) study analyzed the racial/ethnic segregation of schools, using a large 
national sample to estimate the effects of gerrymandering on school diversity. Her results 
found that gerrymandering generally exacerbates homophilous segregation. This finding 
only emphasizes the importance of implanting homophily interventions and highlighting 
the importance of inclusivity within the classroom environment. Boucher claims that 
individuals don’t have a preferential bias, but rather are more likely and prefer to meet 
people similar to them (Boucher, 2015). If this supported hypothesis is to be embraced as 
correct then it too draws attention to the importance of emphasizing diversity and 
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inclusivity within education because it may be the only opportunity students have to 
experience it.  
 Homophily theory can also help explain how it occurs within organizations and 
leadership. Kleinbaum, Stuart, and Tushman (2013) argued network ties are heavily 
influenced by an organization’s structure and geographical location. Reddy and Sahay 
(1972) concluded within their study that agricultural community members chose leaders 
who were similar to them in domains of social participation, socio-economic status, farm 
size, mass media exposure, etc., but despite choosing leaders who were similar they 
chose them for different reasons such as more knowledge or being a more progressive 
farmer. Similarly, research explains that students relate better to and prefer teachers that 
are similar to themselves (Myers & Huebner, 2011; McCroskey, McCroskey, & 
Richmond, 2006; Rocca & McCroskey, 1999). The structure of school leadership may 
play an important in intensifying or alleviating the effects of homophily. When 
homophily occurs between leaders and their networks social identity theory produces an 
in-group mentality. 
 Sociological research has shown the implications of disproportionate social 
connections as impacted by homophily. Lin, Ensel, and Vaughn (1981) explored how 
homophily helps explain inequities across labor market outcomes. Subsequently, Blau 
(1994) investigated how homophily played a role in the perpetuation of class inequality. 
Finally, homophily effects the sociodemographic composition of occupations (Rotolo & 
McPherson, 2001) and voluntary associations (McPherson, 1983). Further research 
highlighted the importance of network ties in determining individuals’ cultural tastes and 
practices (Erickson, 1996; Kandel, 1978). Jones, Alexander, and Estell (2010) found that 
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the self-regulated learning trait of effort regulation homophilous amongst peer groups. 
These practices that are learned from our network ties may directly relate to individual’s 
ability to navigate school systems. Lareau and Horvart (1999) found that teachers 
recognized a narrow band of parent involvement as acceptable. The findings showed that 
parental involvement that was not interpreted as positive and trusting of teacher 
judgement were not recognized as legitimate and were rebuffed by educators. These 
findings suggest that parents whose behaviors don’t match the social or cultural capital as 
the majority of the group will not be able to maneuver through the school system to 
advocate on behalf of their child successfully. 
Social Identity Theory 
 Social identity theory was created by Tajfel and Turner in 1979. Social identity 
theory says people do not have one personal sense of identity, rather multiple identities 
based on group memberships. They also say that these salient groups provide a feeling of 
belonging. In efforts to increase self-image, people boost the significance of the group 
they belong to, otherwise known as in-group mentality. The research team also found that 
intergroup discrimination would occur in attempt to boost group importance (Turner, 
Brown, & Tajfel, 1979). Members are able to enhance the status of their group by being 
more charitable and less envious of their fellow group members (Chen & Li, 2009). 
Charness, Rigotti, and Rustichini (2007) discovered that people naturally use their group 
membership as a compass to navigate social environments. Therefore, people will assume 
an identity that provides meaning and builds self-esteem (Vignoles, Golledge, Regalia, 
Manzi, & Scabini, 2006). While social identity theory presents positive motivation that 
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will be discussed later, it also holds the potential to create groupthink or negative peer 
influence.  
 Ekmerkci found that a higher frequency of interaction within a group and the 
more information received about the group will cause a person to create a stronger 
identity within the group. The more salient the group becomes in the formation of a 
person’s identity the more predictable their behavior becomes according to Griepentrog, 
Harold, Holtz, Klimoski, and Marsh (2012). They argue within their paper that the closer 
the organization’s values align with their own helps predict whether they will join the 
group. Griepentrog et al (2012) found that organizational identification, or defining 
yourself in terms of a particular organization, can occur before being formally brought 
into the group. Organizational identification is important in predicting whether the 
individual has intentions to pursue joining the organization or withdrawing from it 
(2012). Therefore, the more homophily found between the group and the individual 
combined with the frequency of interaction greatly impacts the group’s amount of 
influence and consequently the individual’s identity. 
 Social identity theory impacts how an individual looks at leadership and the 
relationship between a leader and employee. Chrobot-Mason, Gerbasi, and Cullen-Lester 
(2016) found that the stronger level of identification a person has with the company, the 
more likely they are to view fellow group members as leaders. Kalkhoff and Barnum 
(2000) found that when a person is looking for leadership, people within the group will 
always be more influential than a person outside the group. Next a high-status individual 
will be more influential than a low-status individual within the in-group. While the term 
high and low status stems from status-organizing theory, the research team found it run 
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concurrently with social identity theory (Kalkhoff & Barnum, 2000). Hogg and Terry 
(2000) discuss the social identity and leadership within organization contexts when they 
write that minorities are unlikely to attain positions of leadership because they are less 
likely to match the organizational prototypes or in-group requirements prescribed by the 
organization. These findings display the importance leadership has within an in-group. 
In-group leadership sets the tone and organizational prototypes the rest of the group will 
model after. If leaders do not set an inclusive mentality within the group or even worse 
do not set an ethical administration within the group will follow suit. 
 Social identity theory and in-group mentality has been proven to have positive 
outcomes as well. Chattopadhyay, Tluchowska, and George (2004) found that employees 
will are more motivated to help a company that they feel a sense of belonging to it. They 
do so through the creation of a model that explains both the positive and negative effects 
of group dissimilarity (Chattopadhyay, Tluchowska, & George, 2004). Van 
Knippenberg’s (2000) posits that if social identity is important within a group then it is 
recognized that high work performance is in the best interest of the group. These findings 
explain how social identity can be used as a motivator to increase quality performance 
produced by students. Inclusivity of a group and a sense of belonging is a powerful 
influence for individuals to perform. 
Overcoming Homophily and In-group Mentality 
 While homophily has been researched for generations, some are finally starting to 
study how to overcome the negative effects of the phenomenon. One research team found 
that despite the occurrence of homophily within a corporate culture, members of the 
network maintained positive cross-cultural friendships online (Dong, Ehrich, Macy, & 
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Muller, 2016). Social media may be one way to promote heterogeneity amongst peers. In 
Rhodes and Butler’s (2010) article Organizational Membership and Business Success: 
The Importance of Networking and Moving Beyond Homophily found that entrepreneurs 
who were better educated were less likely to receive all their information from one, 
usually homogenous prone, source. They were also more likely to use weak ties to create 
new contacts (Rhodes & Butler, 2010). The finding emphasizes the importance that 
education must play in promoting inclusion and diversity of thought between students as 
well as faculty. Chatman, Sherman, and Doerr (2015) found that groups charged with a 
collectivistic task were more likely to complete the task better when the group consisted 
of diverse cultural nationalities. They also found that heterogeneous groups who were 
prepared to be more individualistic were more likely to execute the task worse (Chatman, 
Sherman, & Doerr, 2015). These findings could be utilized within education to create 
interventions that teach collectivistic mindsets. 
 Terrell Strayhorn and Royel Johnson’s research (2014) found that interventions as 
simple as face to face, cross-racial interactions were powerful enough to help foster a 
sense of belonging within minority students at Predominately White Institutions. The 
study offered future practices regarding teachers and professionals encouraging students 
to step out of their comfort zones and establish interracial friendships/ acquaintances 
more often. Stark and Flache (2012) found that educational interventions founded in 
salient common interests can reduce homophilous segregation. These findings suggest 
that educational interventions may be appropriate to implement within classrooms when 
intentionally planned to offset the effects of homophily. Gottfredson and DiPietro (2011) 
found that creating a communally organized school reduces student victimization through 
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the reduction of the students to teacher ratio and the number of different students taught 
by the average teacher. This may decrease student victimization and the negative effects 
of in group mentality because it increases social capital and teaches socially appropriate 
behaviors that are needed to navigate peer groups. 
Need for Study 
Not only does the diversity initiative presented by the National FFA reveal the 
need for research regarding homophily and in-group mentality within the organization, 
but further articles also relay the same message. Mariam Mohammad writes regarding the 
need for future research in diversity in education when she says “[f]uture studies should 
analyze and compare multiple educational institutions throughout the country to provide 
a greater understanding of the racial dynamics across the nation” (Mohammad, 2013, 42). 
This research will study multiple agriculture programs across the state of Kentucky as 
well as explore more variables than just race to provide a more reliable dataset regarding 
the research. The lack of literature supports a need for research regarding homophily and 
in-group mentality overall, but especially within agricultural education. However, the 
existing literature in diversity inclusion in agricultural education also recommends 
additional research (Talberty &Edwin, 2008; LaVergne, Jones, & Larke, 2012; Vincent 
& Kirby, 2015) 
Summary 
 To be able to succeed with the diversity initiative within FFA and agricultural 
education as a whole, researchers must first understand what variables homophily is 
occurring around, i.e. race, SES, sectors of agriculture, etc. and then to what extent 
students are willing to include others who may not be similar to them. The positive effect 
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of homophily, increased motivation to promote organizational success, plays an 
important part in creating inclusivity and belonging amongst members. However, if in-
group mentality is occurring, the negative effects of homophily, excluding non-members, 
will be harder to overcome. The overall goal of the research is to determine first what 
types of homophily is occurring, to what extent in-group mentality is in effect, and finally 
attempt to identify local programs that utilize the positive factor of homophily is being 
used without exclusion and in-group mentality is occurring and how they do so. These 
findings will allow the agricultural education community to better understand what 
interventions will be needed to promote diversity within the organization.   
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Chapter III 
METHODOLOGY 
 The primary focus of this chapter was to examine the methodology and procedures 
used in the study. The following procedures are provided: research design, population and 
sample, instrumentation, validity and reliability, and data collection. After the 
development of the questionnaire, but prior to the data collection stage, approval from the 
Institutional Review Board [IRB] at the University Kentucky was sought. After receiving 
an “exemption certification” for protocol number 17-0579-P4S (see Appendix A), data 
was collected. 
 The methodology of the research was based off of the transformative 
epistemology. Transformative epistemologies believe that research needs to address social 
oppression and the imbalance of power that results from it (Creswell, 2014). 
Transformative epistemologies traditionally address empowerment, inequality, oppression, 
domination, suppression, and/or alienation as the focal point of the study (Creswell, 2014). 
 Once a transformative epistemology was utilized to create the focus of the study, 
quantitative research design was implemented. Non-experimental research design, survey 
research, was executed. Survey research provided a numeric description of attitudes and 
opinions by studying a sample of a population (Creswell, 2014). Non-experimental 
research design also provided the ability to measure and describe the degree or 
relationship between two or more variables to provide a clearer picture of any inequalities 
in the agricultural education classroom (Creswell, 2014). 
Purpose of the Study 
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The purpose of this thesis is to evaluate the inclusiveness of Kentucky secondary 
agriculture students towards students of race (Black or White), sexuality (Heterosexual or 
Homosexual), and clique (Non-Farm Background and Traditional Farm Background) and 
to determine whether homophily was occurring within Kentucky, secondary agriculture 
classrooms. 
Research Objectives 
 The following research objectives and corresponding hypotheses were developed 
to be the focus of this study: 
RO1: Describe the student population of Kentucky secondary agricultural education 
seniors. 
RO2: Describe the perceived depth of inclusion by each social distance scale of the 8 
student profiles 
RO3: Describe the perceived identity of homophily by student profiles 
RO4: Determine the rank of acceptance by student profiles based upon Social 
Distance Scale means. 
RO5: Determine the relationship of demographic variables to the identified breaking 
point from each student profile. 
RO6: Describe the relationship of perceived measurement of homophily by student 
profiles and student characteristics. 
Research Design 
This quantitative study was designed to be descriptive and correlational. A 
descriptive designed study is used to describe the current situation of the problem 
(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). Correlational research is used to explore the relationship 
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between two or more variables (Houghton, Mifflin, & Harcout, 2014). In this study, the 
researcher examined homophily scales and explored how variables of race, sexuality, and 
clique impacted a student's inclusion into a secondary agriculture classroom in Kentucky. 
The dependent variables investigated was the enrollment of secondary seniors 
enrolled in agriculture classrooms in the Commonwealth of Kentucky. The independent 
variables were the constructs of Homophily and the Social Distance elements. Homophily 
refer to the similarity or differences between the participant and a mock identity. In this 
case, the mock identities were student profiles based upon the three variables of race, 
sexuality, and social cliques. Social distance scales refer to Bogardus’ (1928) social 
distance scales, which are a psychological testing scale to empirically measure people's 
willingness to participate in social contacts for varying degrees of closeness with 
members of diverse social groups (Wark & Gilliher, 2007)). One main concept of Social 
Distance Scales that was used within this study was the concept that an individual would 
“go just so far” in letting a person of another group near him or her, but would go no 
further, otherwise known as a breaking point (Newcomb, Turner, & Converse, 1965). 
How “far” the participants will let a person get in relation to themselves can be illustrated 
by the degrees of closeness used within this study. The breaking point can be calculated 
by having a participant evaluate how close they would let a hypothetical person near him 
or her on varying degrees of closeness. The researcher will be referencing seniors 
enrolled in secondary agriculture classes throughout Kentucky and their willingness to 
include students of diverse groups in varying degrees of closeness (i.e. allowing a student 
of a diverse group into their school versus sharing a room with the student on an FFA 
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trip). The breaking point is the degree of closeness where the participant no longer feels 
comfortable with the Mock Student Profile.  
Population and Sample 
The population consisted of students enrolled in secondary agriculture classes in 
the Commonwealth of Kentucky during the fall semester of 2017 (N = 14,695). Of the 
14,695, 2,766 are classified as seniors. Seniors were purposefully selected because they 
are considered the face of four-year programs as they reflect the philosophies set-forth by 
the leaders before them (Dhuey, 2008). A recruitment letter (Appendix C) was sent out to 
all 140 of Kentucky’s secondary agriculture programs, requesting the participation of all 
seniors within the program through a provided survey link with a designated time to 
complete. The list of agricultural educators was obtained via the state email listserv. Of 
the 2766 identified seniors in Kentucky secondary Agricultural Education programs, 417 
seniors agreed to participate. After removal of incomplete questionnaires, a remaining 
399 responses deemed usable for a 14.4% response rate. Once the participating senior 
connected to the provided link, a method of stratified sampling was utilized regarding the 
profiles being completed. Researchers generally want to obtain an overall estimation 
through inexpensive means (StatPac, 2014;Jackson, 2011) therefore, an online approach 
was selected versus face-to-face. In order to maximize response rate, teachers were 
provided weekly email reminders for the six-week duration of project’s data collection. 
Furthermore, the researcher followed the data collection techniques of sending reminders 
to non-responders set by Dillman, Smythe, Christian (2014) to improve response rate.   
Instrumentation 
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An internet-based questionnaire was used for the benefits of user-friendliness, 
timeliness in reaching the participant, elimination of mailing expenses, decreases human 
error in entering data, and reduces time spent on coding responses (Roztocki, 2001). The 
entire survey included 27 questions (see Appendix D).  
The questionnaire was divided into four sections. The first section included 
student consent. Participants were required to read through the IRB approved consent 
form. After completing the reading, they selected whether they agreed to participate or 
did not consent to participate. Students who consented were moved into the second 
section of the survey; however, students who did not agree to participate (n =18) were 
exited from the survey to a page thanking them for their time.  
The second section included social distance scales. The social distance scale was 
created by Emory Bogardus in 1924 (Faris, 1967). The social distance scale is an attitude 
scale used to measure prejudice. It is also an example of a Guttman scale in that it is 
unidimensional and cumulative (Wark & Galliher, 2007). Social distance scales 
traditionally use five to seven statements that prompt progressively more or less intimacy 
toward the group or person considered (Wark & Galliher, 2007). Eight mock student 
profiles were developed based off three bi-variate variables; Race (African-American and 
Caucasian), Sexuality (Heterosexual and Homosexual), and Social Subgroup (Ag kid 
with a farm background and athletic, not from a farm background). In order that all 
cultures were equally explored, the student profiles were separated into all possible 
existing options (see Figure 3.1). Because students were stratified randomly by the online 
questionnaire, participating seniors only received 2 of 8 mock student profiles they 
answered 14 questions.  
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Figure 3.1 – Identified tested cultural Mock Student Profiles 
During the survey each participant randomly received two, of the eight, mock 
student profiles to evaluate. Participants were able to manipulate the social distance 
section to express the degree of closeness, or the distance they were willing to include the 
mock student into their own life i.e. allowing the mock student into their school versus 
sharing a room with the mock student on an FFA trip. Degrees of closeness varied within 
the social distance scales and included; 1Strongly Disagree to 5 Strongly Agree.  
The third section of the questionnaire used an Attitude & Background homophily 
scales (referred to this point forward as simply, homophily scale) to test for homophily. 
Homophily scales were developed by McCroskey, Richmond, & Daly (1975). The 
homophily scales were developed with the goal of creating a measurement that processes 
participants’ perceptions without the imposition of the investigator (McCroskey, 
Richmond, & Daly, 1975). Before the homophily scales were developed, McCroskey, 
Richmond, & Daly criticized that researchers judged homophily based upon observations 
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being coded by characteristics, which in turn provided differences from research to 
researcher and was heavily dependent on the researcher’s viewpoints (1975). The two 
randomly selected mock student profiles that each participant received were transferred 
to the homophily scale. The homophily scale allows students to choose between two 
options for each dimension of the homophily scales. In this study, the researcher selected, 
from a list provided by McCroskey, Richmond, & Daly (1975), the following homophily 
areas are considered attitude homophily scales; 1) different from me/similar to me; 2) 
thinks like me/does not think like me; 3) doesn’t behave like me/behaves like me and the 
others are considered background homophily; 4) from a different social class/from the 
same social class; and 5) culturally different/culturally similar; 6) has an economic 
situation like mine/does not have an economic situation like mine. 
The final section of the questionnaire requested characteristic information, such as 
leadership positions, international travel, parental education, favorite genre of music, 
practicing religion, parental income, number of people in household, rural, suburban, or 
urban home residence, and finally race. 
Validity and Reliability 
A panel of experts (n = 3) reviewed the questionnaire for face and content 
validity. The panel of experts consisted of three faculty members representing 
Departments of Agricultural Education and Community and Leadership Development at 
the University of Kentucky. Two of the members were chosen based on their experience 
with teaching. One member was selected based on their experience with social - identity 
theory and social distance scales. All three members were selected based on their 
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research and field-based knowledge of organizational leadership and underserved 
populations.  
To establish validity, a review process of the panel was established. All panel 
experts received documents containing the research purpose, objectives, and copies of the 
questionnaires. The members were asked to examine clarity, verbiage, and visual 
appearance. Modifications were made following the expert panel's reviews in order to 
improve the questionnaire. To establish construct validity, the multitrait-multimethod 
matrix (Campbell & Fiske, 1959) was implemented. After assessing the six major 
considerations for construct validity, the social distance scale reached critical value 
deeming it to be valid.  
Reliability of the Social Distance scales was tested via Cronbach’s Alpha for each 
Mock Student Profile. Mock Student Profile 1 received an a = .906. Mock Student Profile 
2 received an a = .932. Mock Student Profile 3 received an a = 9.19. Mock Student 
Profile 4 received an a = .957. Mock Student Profile 5 received an a = .910. Mock 
Student Profile 6 received an a = .899. Mock Student Profile 7 received an a = .942. 
Finally, Mock Student Profile 8 received an a = .952. 
McCrosky, Richmond, & Daly (1975) created the original homophily scales and 
determined reliability for the three dimensions assessed. Attitude and demographic 
background dimensions have consistently received alpha reliabilities of a > .80. The 
background dimension has received alpha reliability a < .70. According to Santos (1999), 
a score of 0.70 is considered reliable.  
Data Collection 
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 The researcher prepared for data collection by creating a recruitment letter to 
distribute to all Kentucky’s secondary agricultural teachers. The recruitment letter was 
sent via email listserv to the 140 agricultural teachers in Kentucky. To gain face 
credibility and urgency, the recruitment email, with questionnaire link, was sent from one 
of the University of Kentucky professors in agricultural education. The professor served 
as a moderator between the researcher and participants. The researcher chose the 
agricultural educators to administer the anonymous questionnaire link to all eligible 
students to increase response rate and minimize non-response error. Teachers were 
requested to provide time for students to complete the questionnaire from any electronic 
device that had connection to the internet. 
 The first step of the data collection process included students being required to 
read the consent form. The consent form explained the purpose, what they were being 
asked to do, who was eligible for the survey, that there was no identified risk in taking 
part in the survey, and finally that the survey was completely confidential. 
 After completing the reading, they selected whether they agreed to participate or 
did not consent to participate. Students who consented were moved into the second 
section of the survey. The second section of the survey included the social distance 
scales. The data from the social distance scales was retrieved from the five-point 
bogardus style, social distance scale. Students who did not agree to participate were 
exited from the survey to a page thanking them for their time. 
After the closure of the survey, all answers were kept on a secure, password 
protected online statistical analysis website. Then data was exported from the online 
statistical analysis website into SPSS. The email recruitment letter and reminders were 
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sent three times over the course of six weeks. A comparison of students who completed 
the questionnaire following the first invitation to the last reminder was completed and no 
significant difference was determined; therefore, no error was present in respondent’s 
delay. 
Student Profiles 
In this study, the author developed eight student profiles that were based on three 
bivariables; social group, Race, and Sexuality. Social group options used within the 
Mock Student Profiles were an Ag kid from a farm background and athletic not from a 
farm background. Race options used within the Mock student profiles were Black and 
White. These two options were chosen as they are identified as the two most populated 
races in the most recent Kentucky census (Zealand, 2016). The options of Sexuality used 
within the Mock Student Profiles were gay and straight. The terminology gay and straight 
were consciously chosen based off research published in the Journal of Sexuality 
Research & Social Policy, specifically Schindel’s (2008) work, Gender 101 – Beyond the 
binary: Gay-Straight Alliance and Gender Activism. The narratives each participant was 
randomly assigned are noted in Table 3.1 (continued). 
Table 3.1:  
Mock Student Profile Narratives 
Mock Student 
Profiles 
Description 
MSP 1 Student 1 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from 
another high school. They consider themselves to be an Ag kid with a 
farm background, White, and straight. 
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Table 3.1 
(Continued) 
MSP 2 
 
 
Student 2 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from 
another high school. They consider themselves to be athletic, not from 
a farm background, White, and straight.  
MSP 3 Student 3 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from 
another high school. They consider themselves to be an Ag kid, from a 
farm background, White, and gay. 
MSP 4 Student 4 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from 
another high school. They consider themselves to be athletic, not from 
a farm background, White, and gay. 
MSP 5 Student 5 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from 
another high school. They consider themselves to be an Ag kid from a 
farm background, Black, and straight.  
MSP 6 Student 6 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from 
another high school. They consider themselves to be athletic, not from 
a farm background, Black, and straight. 
MSP 7 Student 7 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from 
another high school. They consider themselves to be an Ag kid from a 
farm background, Black, and gay. 
MSP 8 Student 8 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from 
another high school. They consider themselves to be athletic, not from 
a farm background, Black, and gay. 
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Data Analysis 
The questionnaire, in its entirety, was created in Qualtrics and then transferred 
over to the Statistical Package for the Social Sciencesâ [SPSS] 24 for Windows to use 
for data analysis. All statistical analysis are subject to assumption. To utilize bivariate 
correlations, eight assumptions must be addressed. First, the dependent variables must be 
measured on a continuous scale. The second assumption requires the research to have two 
or more independent variables, which can be continuous or categorical. The third 
assumption requires an independence of observations. The fourth assumption states there 
must be a linear relationship between the dependent variable and each independent 
variable. Assumption five requires homoscedasticity. Assumption six states that 
multicollinearity cannot be shown by the data. The seventh assumption requires that there 
be no significant outliers within the data. The final assumption requires that the 
researcher check that errors are approximately normally distributed (Laerd Statistics, 
2013)  
Each research objective utilized different statistical analyses that were utilized to 
help create a clear picture for the audience. Those statistical analyses were as followed: 
RO1: Describe the student population of Kentucky secondary agricultural education 
seniors. Frequencies and percentages were calculated to describe the characteristics, as 
described by the participating students. 
RO2: Describe the perceived depth of inclusion by each social distance scale of the 8 
student profiles. Frequencies and percentages were collected to describe the depth of 
inclusion at each degree of closeness for each Mock Student Profile, as reported by the 
33 
 
five anchors presented. Additionally, the number of nonresponses to each degree of 
closeness was calculated, to determine the breaking point of inclusion for the social 
distance scales. A study conducted by Tourangeau and Yan (2007) found that 
respondents are less likely to answer questions that are sensitive and make them 
uncomfortable. The researchers based the breaking point calculations off Tourangeau and 
Yan’s results that sensitive questions received nonresponse rates of 3%. Therefore, the 
research team calculated the breaking point for each mock profile when the nonresponse 
received above 3%.  
RO3: Describe the perceived identity of homophily by student profiles. Frequencies 
and percentages were calculated to describe the depth of each homophily scale by student 
profile. 
RO4: Determine the rank of acceptance by student profiles based upon Social 
Distance Scale means. Mean scores were calculated to determine the level of acceptable 
by mock student profile. Then an average of the mean scores was calculated to determine 
the overall rankings. 
RO5: Determine the relationship of demographic variables to the identified breaking 
point from each student profile. Linear regressions were utilized to determine if there was 
a statistically significant increase in social distance. 
RO6: Describe the relationship of perceived measurement of homophily by student 
profiles and student characteristics. Bivariate correlations were run to determine if there 
was a connection between any student characteristics and perceived measurements of 
homophily. 
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Chapter IV 
FINDINGS 
Purpose of the Study 
 The purpose of this study was to evaluate how willing Kentucky, 
secondary agriculture students are to be inclusive of other students based on the variables 
of race (African-American or Caucasian), sexuality (Heterosexual or Homosexual), and 
clique (Non-Farm Background and Traditional Farm Background) and to determine 
whether homophily was occurring within Kentucky, secondary agriculture classrooms. 
Research Objectives 
The following research objectives and corresponding hypotheses were developed to be 
the focus of this study: 
RO1: Describe the student population of Kentucky secondary agricultural education 
seniors. 
RO2: Describe the perceived depth of inclusion by each social distance scale of the 8 
student profiles 
RO3: Describe the perceived identity of homophily by student profiles 
RO4: Determine the rank of acceptance by student profiles based upon Social 
Distance Scale means. 
RO5: Determine the relationship of demographic variables to the identified breaking 
point from each student profile. 
RO6: Describe the relationship of perceived measurement of homophily by student 
profiles and student characteristics. 
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Findings 
Research Objective 1: Describe the student population. 
 Research objective one sought to describe the characteristics (leadership 
positions, international travel, parental education level, favorite genre of music, religion, 
family income, household size, home residence, and race) of the 18-year-old seniors 
enrolled in a secondary agricultural class within Kentucky. The first question are you an 
FFA officer allowed participants to select from a yes or no answer base. The second 
question, are you an officer or captain of a club or sports team other than FFA was also a 
yes or no question. The third question, have you ever traveled to another country was a 
yes or no question. Parental education level provided five answers and allowed the 
participants to select one option; some high school, no diploma; high school graduate, 
diploma; technical or Associate’s degree; Bachelor’s Degree; Master’s or Professional 
Degree. When asking what their favorite music genre was, participants were provided 
with an open-ended question and a fill in the blank box to write in their answers. The 
question asking what religion they practiced included seven options; Christian, Muslim, 
Jewish, Hindu, Mormon, Atheist, and No Religion. Participants were also asked in their 
opinion how much did their parents make in the last year and were given seven options to 
choose form; less than $25,000; $25,000-34,999; $35,000-49,999; $50,000-74,999, 
$75,000-99,999; $100,000-149,999; $150,000. A fill in the box was provided when 
asking how many people live in their household. Finally, seven options were given to 
select from for race; White American, African American, Native American, Alaska 
Native, Asian American, Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islanders, and Biracial.  
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In Table 4.1 (continued) the majority of students indicated they were not an 
officer their FFA chapter (f = 57; 14.3%), while only 57 were found to hold an office 
(74.4%). When looking into leadership positions outside of the FFA organization, 263 
students reported they were not an officer or captain of a club or sport (65.9%) and 90 
students informed that they were an officer or captain of a club or sport (22.6%). Of the 
participants 22.6% reported they have traveled to another country (f = 90), while 65.9% 
indicated that they have not experienced international travel (f = 263). The frequency of 
parental education attainment ranked high school graduate, diploma, or the equivalent as 
the most prevalent (f = 156; 39.1%), followed by a technical or Associate’s degree (f = 
60; 15.0%), Bachelor’s Degree (f = 58; 14.5%), Master’s Professional Degree (f = 44; 
11.0%), and finally some high school, no diploma (f = 35; 9.9%). The majority of 
students identified their religion as Christian (f = 295; 73.9%), followed by no religion (f 
= 44: 11.0%), Atheist (f = 9; 2.3%), Jewish (f = 2; .5%), Muslim (f = 1; .3%), Hindu (f = 
1; .3%), and Mormon (f = 1; .3%). Student reported an estimate of their household 
income and the majority reported $50,000 - $74,999 (f = 78; 19.5%), followed by 
$25,000 - $34,999 (f = 62; 15.5%), $35,000 - $49,999 (f = 59, 14.8%), $75,000 - $99,999 
(f = 44; 11%), less than $25,000, $100,000 - $149,000 (f = 37; 9.3), and finally $150,000 
(f = 33; 8.3%). Students indicated that the majority of their household sizes consisted of 
four members (f = 112; 28.1%), followed by 5 (f = 68; 17.0%), 1 (f = 52; 13.0%), 6 (f = 
28;7.0%), 2 (f = 21; 5.3%), 7 (f = 5; 1.3%), 3 and 9 members tied each receiving 3 
responses (.8%), 8 (f = 2; .5%, and finally 10 (f = 1; .1%). Students indicated that the 
majority of their home residence fall into the rural category (f = 258; 64.7%0, while 77 
lived in a suburban area (19.3%), and 18 in an urban location (4.5%). The majority of 
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students identified as White Americans (f = 318, 797%), followed by Biracial (f = 17; 
4.3), African American (f = 9; 2.3%), Native American (f = 6; 1.5%), Alaska Native (f = 
2; .5%), and finally Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islanders (f = 1; .3%). The final 
characteristic question  found that the favorite genre of music was Country (f = 193).The 
second most prevalent music genre was Hip Hop (f = 63), Rock ‘N Roll (f = 19), Pop (f = 
13), Alternative (f = 11), All (f = 10), Metal (f = 6), R&B (f = 5), Jazz, Piano, and “None” 
all tied with two responses, the least frequent responses were Bluegrass, Christian, 
Christmas, Disney, Opera, and “Negro Music”, all receiving one open-response.  
Therefore, the norm for a typical senior enrolled in agricultural education is white, 
Rural, lives in a household of 4, Christian, have parents who have a high school diploma 
and earn $35,000 -$49,999 a year. The norm is also that the student has not traveled to 
another country,  is not an officer or captain of a club or sports team besides FFA, nor are 
they an officer of their FFA chapter.  
 
Table 4.1 
Characteristics of Kentucky Students Enrolled in a Secondary Agriculture Class (n = 
399) 
Characteristic f % 
FFA Officer   
   Yes 57 14.3 
   No 297 74.4 
Non-reporting 45 11.28 
Officer or Captain of a 
Club/Sport 
  
   Yes 90 22.6 
   No 263 65.9 
Non-reporting 46 11.53 
Have you traveled to 
another country 
  
   Yes 90 22.6 
   No 263 65.9 
Non-reporting 45 11.28 
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Table 4.1 (Continued) 
Parents' Education Level 
  
Some high school, no 
diploma 
35 9.9 
 High school graduate, 
diploma, or the 
equivalent 
156 39.1 
Technical or Associate's 
Degree 
Bachelor's Degree  
Master's or Professional 
Degree 
60 
 
58     
44 
15.0 
 
14.5 
11.0 
Non-reporting 46 11.53 
Religion   
   Christian 295 73.9 
Non-Christian 5 1.4 
   Atheist 9 2.3 
   No Religion 
   Non-reporting 
Household Income 
Less than $25,000 
$25,000-$34,999 
$35,000-$49,999 
$50,000-$74,999 
$75,000-$99,999 
$100,000-$149,000 
$150,000 plus 
   Non-reporting 
Household Size 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
Home Residence 
Rural (Less than 1,000 
people per square mile) 
Suburban (1,000 - 3,000 
people per square mile) 
Urban (3,000+ people per 
square mile) 
44 
46 
 
39 
62 
59 
78 
44 
37 
33 
47 
 
52 
21 
3 
112 
68 
28 
5 
2 
3 
1 
 
258 
 
77 
 
18 
 
11.0 
11.53 
 
9.8 
15.5 
14.8 
19.5 
11.0 
9.3 
8.3 
11.8 
 
13.0 
5.3 
.8 
28.1 
17.0 
7.0 
1.3 
.5 
.8 
.1 
 
64.7 
 
19.3 
 
4.5 
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Table 4.1 (Continued) 
   Non-reporting 
Race 
White American 
African American 
Native American 
Alaska Native 
Native Hawaiian & Other 
Pacific Islanders 
Biracial 
     Non-reporting 
Favorite Genre of Music* 
Country 
Hip Hop 
All 
Alternative 
Bluegrass 
Christian 
Christmas 
Rock 'n Roll 
Classical 
Pop 
Disney 
Jazz 
Metal 
Piano 
Opera 
R&B 
None 
"Negro Music" 
    Non-Response 
 
46 
 
318 
9 
6 
2 
1 
 
17 
46 
 
193 
10 
23 
11 
1 
2 
1 
18 
2 
13 
1 
2 
4                        
2 
1 
56 
2 
1 
56 
 
11.5 
 
79.7 
2.3 
1.5 
.5 
.3 
 
 4.3 
11.5 
 
48.4 
2.5 
5.7 
2.7 
0.3 
0.5 
0.3 
4.5 
0.6 
3.3 
0.3 
0.6 
1.0 
0.6 
0.3 
14.0 
0.6 
0.3 
14.0 
Note: As reported by the student participants 
Research Objective 2: Describe the depth of inclusion by each social distance 
scale of the 8 student profiles. 
In research objective two, participants were asked to evaluate two mock student 
profiles and evaluate how comfortable they felt including those mock student profiles on 
varying degrees of closeness. The social distance scales included the following degrees of 
closeness; I would accept this student as a member of my school, I would accept this 
student as a student enrolled in my Ag class, I would accept this student  as a member of 
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my FFA chapter, I would accept this student as a member of the same competitive team 
as me, I would accept this student as our FFA chapter president, and finally I would 
accept this student as my roommate on trips.  
Mock student profile one included a FFA member who has transferred into your 
school from another high school. They consider themselves to be an Ag kid with a farm 
background, White, and straight. Regarding the mock student profile one, each level of 
closeness was ranked on the social distance scale of 1 being strongly disagree and 5 being 
strongly agree and frequencies and percentages were collected (View Table 4.2 
continued). The first degree of closeness, I would accept this student as a member of my 
school, received 2 (1.9%) ones or strongly disagrees, 0 (0%) votes for two, 8 (7.8%) 
threes, 12 (11.7%) fours, and 81 (78.6%) indicated that strongly agreed with that 
statement ranking it a five. The second degree of closeness, I would accept this student as 
a student enrolled in my Ag class, received 1 (1%) strongly disagree, 1 (1%) rankings of 
two, 10 (9.7%) indicated three, 11 (10.7%) selected fours, and 80 (77.7%) strongly 
agreed with the statement selecting a five. The third degree of closeness, I would accept 
this student as a member of my FFA chapter, received 1 (1%) strongly disagree, 1 (1%) 
ranking of two, 9 (8.7%) indicated a three, 13 (12.6%) reported fours, and 79 (76.7%) 
strongly agreed with the statement. The fourth degree of closeness, I would accept this 
student as a member of the same competitive team as me, 1 (1%) student strongly 
disagreed with the statement, 2 (1.9%) reported a two, 14 (13.6%) indicated a three, 11 
(10.7%) students aligned with fours, and 75 (72.8%) strongly agreed with the statement. 
The fifth degree of closeness, I would accept this student as our FFA chapter president, 
received 2 (2.0%) strongly disagrees, 4 (3.9%) twos, 21 (20.6%) threes, 12 (11.8%) fours, 
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and 63 (61.8%) strongly agreed with the statement. The sixth and final degree of 
closeness, I would accept this student as my roommate on trips, received 4 (4.0%) 
strongly disagrees, 2 (2.0%) indicated twos, 13 (12.9%) reported threes, 13 (12.9%) 
aligning with fours, and 69 (68.3%) strongly agreed with the statement ranking it a five. 
For Mock Student Profile 1 there does not appear to be a breaking point. Due to the Mock 
Student Profile matching the demographics of the majority of participants, it is to be 
expected that participants did not feel uncomfortable with the MSP. 
Table 4.2 
Frequencies of Social Distance Scales for Student Profile 1 – MSP 1 is an 
Ag kid with a farm background, White, and straight (n = 103). 
 
 
Degree of 
Closeness 
1 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Agree 
Missing 
I would accept 
this student as 
a member of 
my school. 
 
 
2  
(1.9%) 
 
0  
(0%) 
 
8  
(7.8%) 
 
12 
(11.7%) 
 
81 
(78.6%) 
 
0  
(0%) 
I would accept 
this student as 
a student 
enrolled in my 
Ag class. 
 
 
 
1  
(1.0%) 
 
 
 
1  
(1.0%) 
 
 
 
10 
(9.7%) 
 
 
 
 
11 
(10.7%) 
 
 
 
80 
(77.7%)                 
 
 
 
0  
(0%) 
I would accept 
this student as 
a member of 
my FFA 
chapter. 
 
1  
(1.0%) 
1  
(1.0%) 
9  
(8.7%) 
13 
(12.6%) 
79 
(76.7%) 
0  
(0%) 
 
I would accept 
this student as 
a member of 
the same 
competitive 
team as me. 
 
 
 
1 
(1.0%) 
 
 
2  
(1.9%) 
 
 
14 
(13.6%) 
 
 
11 
(10.7%) 
 
 
75 
(72.8%) 
 
 
0  
(0%) 
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Table 4.2 
(Continued) 
I would accept 
this student as 
our FFA 
chapter 
president. 
 
2  
(2.0%) 
4  
(3.9%) 
21 
(20.6%) 
12 
(11.8%) 
63 
(61.8%) 
1  
(1.0%) 
 
I would accept 
this student as 
my roommate 
on trips. 
 
4  
(4.0%) 
 
2  
(2.0%) 
 
13 
(12.9%) 
 
13 
(12.9%) 
 
69 
(68.3%) 
 
2 
(1.9%) 
 
Mock student profile 2 (see Table 4.3 continued) included a student who 
considers themselves to be athletic, not from a farm background, White, and straight. The 
first degree of closeness, I would accept this student as a member of my school, received 
1 (1.3%) strongly disagree, 3 (3.8%) reported twos, 11 (13.8%) indicated more neutral 
threes, 10 (12.5%) rated fours, and 55 (68.8%) strongly agreed with the statement .The 
second degree of closeness, I would accept this student as a member of my Ag class, 
received 0 (0%) strongly disagrees, 3 (3.8%) students selected twos, 17 (21.3%) reported 
threes, 11 (13.9%) aligned with fours, and 48 (60.8%) strongly agreed with the statement. 
The third degree of closeness, I would accept this student as a member of my FFA 
chapter, received 2 (2.6%) strongly disagrees, 4 (5.1%) reported a two, 14 (17.9%) 
indicated neutral threes, 7 (9%) aligned with fours, and 51 (65.4%) strongly agreed with 
the statement. The fourth degree of closeness, I would accept this student as a member of 
the same competitive team as me, received 2 (2.5%) strongly disagrees, 8 (10.0%) twos, 
11 (13.8%) threes, 10 (12.5%) fours, and 49 (61.3%) strongly agreed with the statement. 
The fifth degree of closeness, I would accept this student as our FFA chapter president, 
received 10 (13%) strongly disagreed with the statement, 10 (13%) reported twos, 16 
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(20.8%) indicated threes, 6 (7.8%) aligned with four, and 51 (65.4%) strongly agreed 
with the statement. The sixth and final degree of closeness, I would accept this student as 
my roommate on field trips, obtained 3 (3.8%) strongly disagrees, 4 (5%) twos, 21 
(26.3%) threes, 10 (12.5%) fours, and 42 (52.5%) strongly agreed with the statement. The 
breaking point for Mock Student Profile 2 is after I would accept this student as a 
member of the same competitive team as me and before I would accept this student as our 
FFA chapter president. 
 
Table 4.3 
Frequencies of Social Distance Scales for Student Profile 2 – MSP 2 is athletic, not 
from a farm background, White, and straight (n = 80) 
 
 1 – 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 3 4 5 – 
Strongly 
Agree 
 
Degree of  
Closeness 
   
f (%) 
  Missing 
I would accept this 
student as a 
member of my 
school. 
 
1 
(1.3%) 
3 
(3.8%) 
11 
(13.8%) 
10 
(12.5%) 
55 
(68.8%) 
0 
(0%) 
I would accept this 
student as a student 
enrolled in my Ag 
class. 
 
0 
(0%) 
3 
(3.8%) 
17 
(21.3%) 
11 
(13.9%) 
48 
(60.8%) 
1 
(1.3%) 
I would accept this 
student as a 
member of my FFA 
chapter. 
 
2 
(2.6%) 
4 
(5.1%) 
14 
(17.9%) 
7 
(9%) 
51 
(65.4%) 
2 
(2.5%) 
I would accept this 
student as a 
member of the 
same competitive 
team as me. 
 
2 
(2.5%) 
8 
(10.0%) 
11 
(13.8%) 
10 
(12.5%) 
49 
(61.3%) 
0 
(0%) 
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Table 4.3 
(Continued) 
 
I would accept this 
student as our FFA 
chapter president. 
 
 
 
 
10 
(13%) 
 
 
 
10 
(13%) 
 
 
 
16 
(20.8%) 
 
 
 
6 
(7.8%) 
 
 
 
35 
(45.5%) 
 
 
 
3 
(3.8%) 
I would accept this 
student as my 
roommate on trips. 
3 
(3.8%) 
4 
(5%) 
21 
(26.3%) 
10 
(12.5%) 
42 
(52.5%) 
0 
(0%) 
 
 Mock Student Profile 3 consists of a FFA member who has transferred to your 
local school. They consider themselves to be an Ag kid from a farm background, White, 
and gay. Social distance scales for MP 3 (View Table 4.4 continued) found that the first 
degree of closeness, I would accept this student as a member of my school, received 5 
(5.7%) strongly disagrees, 9 (10.3%) rated the statement as a two, 14 (16.5%) ranked it as 
a neutral three, 13 (14.9%) reported fours, and 46 (52.9%) strongly agreed with the 
statement. The second degree of closeness, I would accept this student as a student 
enrolled in my Ag class, received 2 (2.4%) strongly disagrees, 7 (8.2%) responded with 
twos, 14 (16.5%) selected threes, 15 (17.6%) opted for fours, and 47 (55.3%) strongly 
agreed with the statement. The third degree of closeness, I would accept this student as a 
member of my FFA chapter, received 6 (7.1%) strongly agrees, 5 (6.0%) indicated twos, 
12 (14.3%) selected neutral threes, 17 (20.2%) chose fours, and 44 (52.4%) strongly 
agreed with the statement. The fourth degree of closeness, I would accept this student as 
a member of the same competitive team as me, 3 (3.7%) strongly disagreed with the 
statement, 9 (11.0%) selected twos, 16 (19.5%) aligned with threes, 17 (20.7%) indicated 
fours, and 37 (45.1%) strongly agreed with the statement. The fifth degree of closeness, I 
would accept this student as our FFA Chapter president, received 11 (14.1%) strongly 
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disagrees, 10 (12.8%) responded with twos, 14 (17.9%) selected threes, 12 (15.4%) 
aligned with fours, and 31 (39.7%) strongly agreed with the statement. The sixth and 
final degree of closeness, I would accept this student as my roommate on fieldtrips, 
gathered 8 (10.7%) strongly disagrees, 12 (16.0%) selected twos, 14 (18.7%) aligned 
with threes, 11 (14.7%) chose fours, and 37 (45.1%) strongly agreed with the statement. 
The breaking point for Mock Student Profile 3 is after I would accept this student as a 
member of my school and before I would accept this student as a student enrolled in my 
Ag class.  
Table 4.4 
Frequencies of Social Distance Scales for Student Profile 3 – MSP 3 
is an Ag kid from a farm background, White, and gay (n = 88). 
 
 1 – 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 3 4 5 – 
Strongly 
Agree 
Missing 
Degree of 
Closeness 
   
 
   
I would 
accept this 
student as a 
member of 
my school. 
 
5 
(5.7%) 
9 
(10.3%) 
14 
(16.1%) 
13 
(14.9%) 
46 
(52.9%) 
1 
(1.1%) 
I would 
accept this 
student as a 
student 
enrolled in 
my Ag class. 
 
2 
(2.4%) 
7 
(8.2%) 
14 
(16.5%) 
15 
(17.6%) 
47 
(55.3%) 
3 
(3.4%) 
I would 
accept this 
student as a 
member of 
my FFA 
chapter. 
 
6 
(7.1%) 
5 
(6.0%) 
12 
(14.3%) 
17 
(20.2%) 
44 
(52.4%) 
4 
(4.5%) 
I would 
accept this  
3 
(3.7%) 
9 
(11.0%) 
16 
(19.5%) 
17 
(20.7%) 
37 
(45.1%) 
6 
(6.8%) 
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Table 4.4 
(Continued) 
 
student as a 
member of 
the same 
competitive 
team as me. 
 
I would 
accept this 
student as our 
FFA chapter 
president. 
 
11 
(14.1%) 
10 
(12.8%) 
14 
(17.9%) 
12 
(15.4%) 
31 
(39.7%) 
10 
(11.4%) 
I would 
accept this 
student as my 
roommate on 
trips. 
8 
(10.7%) 
12 
(16.0%) 
14 
(18.7%) 
11 
(14.7%) 
30 
(40%) 
13 
(14.8%) 
 
 Mock Student Profile 4 (View Table 4.5 continued) consists of a student who has 
transferred to your school from another high school. They consider themselves to be 
athletic, not from a farm background, White, and gay. The first degree of closeness, I 
would accept this student as a member of my school, found that 13 (14.0%) strongly 
disagreed with the statement, 4 (4.3%) selected twos, 12 (12.9%) selected a neutral three, 
9 (9.7%) aligned with a four, and 55 (59.1%) strongly agreed with the statement. The 
second degree of closeness, I would accept this student as a student enrolled in my Ag 
class, discovered that 12 (13.0%) strongly disagreed with the statement, 5 (5.4%) chose 
twos, 14 (15.2%) selected threes, 11 (12.0%) aligned with fours, and 50 (54.3%) strongly 
agreed with the statement. The third degree of closeness, I would accept this student as a 
student enrolled in my Ag class, found that 13 (14.3%) strongly disagreed with the 
statement, 9 (9.9%) selected twos, 13 (14.3%) chose threes, 9 (9.9%) opted for fours, and 
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47 (51.6%) strongly agreed with the statement. The fourth degree of closeness, I would 
accept this student as a member of the same competitive team as me, received 11 (12.6%) 
strongly disagrees, 13 (14.9%) of students selected twos, 11 (12.6%) chose threes, 12 
(13.8%) indicated fours, and 40 (46.0%) strongly agreed with the statement. The fifth 
degree of closeness, I would accept this student as our FFA chapter president, collected 
19 (20.2%) strongly agrees from participants, 11 (12.9%) selected twos, 14 (16.5%) 
chose neutral threes, 10 (11.8%) aligned with fours, and 31 (36.5%) strongly agreed with 
the statement. The sixth and final degree of closeness, I would accept this student as my 
roommate on FFA trips, received 21 (26.3%) strongly agrees, 5 (6.3%) selections of 
twos, 8 (10.0%) choices of threes, 11 (11.7%) selections of fours, and 35 (37.2%) 
strongly agreed with the statement. The breaking point for Mock Student Profile 4 is after 
I would accept this student as a student enrolled in my Ag class and before I would 
accept this student as a member of my FFA chapter.  
 
Table 4.5: 
Frequencies of Social Distance Scales for Student Profile 4 – MSP 4 is 
athletic, not from a farm background, White, and gay (n = 94). 
 
 1 – 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 3 4 5 – 
Strongly 
Agree 
Missing 
Degree of Closeness 
 
 
 
I would 
accept this 
student as a 
member of 
my school. 
 
13 
 (14.0%) 
4 
 (4.3%) 
12 
 (12.9%) 
9 
 (9.7%) 
55 
 (59.1%) 
1 
 (1.1%) 
I would 
accept this 
student as a  
12 
 (13.0%) 
5 
 (5.4%) 
14 
 (15.2%) 
11 
 (12.0%) 
50 
 (54.3%) 
2 
 (2.1%) 
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Table 4.5 
(Continued) 
 
student 
enrolled in 
my Ag class. 
 
I would 
accept this 
student as a 
member of 
my FFA 
chapter. 
 
13 
 (14.3%) 
9 
 (9.9%) 
13 
 (14.3%) 
9 
 (9.9%) 
47 
 (51.6%) 
3  
(3.2%) 
I would 
accept this 
student as a 
member of 
the same 
competitive 
team as me. 
 
11 
 (12.6%) 
13  
(14.9%) 
11 
 (12.6%) 
12 
 (13.8%) 
40 
 (46.0%) 
7  
(7.4%) 
I would 
accept this 
student as our 
FFA chapter 
president. 
 
19 
 (20.2%) 
11 
 (12.9%) 
14  
(16.5%) 
10  
(11.8%) 
31 
 (36.5%) 
9  
(9.6%) 
I would 
accept this 
student as my 
roommate on 
trips. 
21 
 (26.3%) 
5  
(6.3%) 
8  
(10.0%) 
11 
 (11.7%) 
35 
 (37.2%) 
14  
(14.9%) 
 
Mock Student Profile 5 (View Table 4.6 continued) consists of a student who 
considers themselves to be an Ag kid from a farm background, Black, and straight. The 
first degree of closeness, I would accept this student as a member of my school, received 
0 (0%) ones or strongly disagrees, 0 (0%) votes for two, 13 (14.9%) threes, 7 (8.0%) 
fours, and 67 (77.0%) indicated that strongly agreed with that statement ranking it a five. 
The second degree of closeness, I would accept this student as a student enrolled in my 
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Ag class, received 0 (0%) strongly disagree, 1 (1.1%) rankings of two, 10 (11.5%) 
indicated three, 7 (8.0%) selected fours, and 69 (79.3%) strongly agreed with the 
statement selecting a five. The third degree of closeness, I would accept this student as a 
member of my FFA chapter, received 2 (2.3%) strongly disagree, 2 (2.3%) ranking of 
two, 7 (8.0%) indicated a three, 5 (5.7%) reported fours, and 71 (81.6%) strongly agreed 
with the statement. The fourth degree of closeness, I would accept this student as a 
member of the same competitive team as me, 0 (0.0%) student strongly disagreed with 
the statement, 2 (2.3%) reported a two, 10 (11.5%) indicated a three, 9 (10.3%) students 
aligned with fours, and 66 (75.9%) strongly agreed with the statement. The fifth degree 
of closeness, I would accept this student as our FFA chapter president, received 3 (3.5%) 
strongly disagrees, 2 (2.3%) twos, 12 (13.8%) threes, 9 (10.3%) fours, and 59 (67.8%) 
strongly agreed with the statement. The sixth and final degree of closeness, I would 
accept this student as my roommate on trips, received 3 (3.4%) strongly disagrees, 1 
(1.1%) indicated twos, 13 (14.9%) reported threes, 14 (16.1%) aligned with fours, and 56 
(64.4%) strongly agreed with the statement ranking it a five. There does not appear to be 
a breaking point for Mock Student Profile 5.  
Table 4.6 
Frequencies of Social Distance Scales for Student Profile 5 – MSP 5 is an Ag kid from a 
farm background, Black, and straight (n = 87). 
Degrees of 
Closeness 
1 
Strongly 
Disagree 
          2                        
3 
 
 
4 5  
Strongly 
Agree 
 
Missing 
I would 
accept this 
student as a 
member of 
my school. 
 
0  
(0.0%) 
0  
(0.0%) 
13 
 (14.9%) 
7  
(8.0%) 
67  
(77.0%) 
0  
(0%) 
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Table 4.6 
(Continued) 
 
I would 
accept this 
student as a 
student 
enrolled in 
my Ag class. 
 
 
 
 
 
0  
(0.0%) 
 
 
 
 
1  
(1.1%) 
 
 
 
 
10 
 (11.5%) 
 
 
 
 
7 
 (8.0%) 
 
 
 
 
69 
 (79.3%) 
 
 
 
 
0 
 (0%) 
I would 
accept this 
student as a 
member of 
my FFA 
chapter. 
 
2 
 (2.3%) 
2 
 (2.3%) 
7 
 (8.0%) 
5  
(5.7%) 
71 
 (81.6%) 
0  
(0%) 
I would 
accept this 
student as a 
member of 
the same 
competitive 
team as me. 
 
0 
 (0.0%) 
2 
 (2.3%) 
10  
(11.5%) 
9 
 (10.3%) 
66 
 (75.9%) 
0 
 (0%) 
I would 
accept this 
student as our 
FFA chapter 
president. 
 
3  
(3.5%) 
2  
(2.3%) 
12  
(13.8%) 
9  
(10.3%) 
59  
(67.8%) 
2 
 (2.3%) 
I would 
accept this 
student as my 
roommate on 
trips. 
3 
 (3.4%) 
1  
(1.1%) 
13  
(14.9%) 
14 
(16.1%) 
56  
(64.4%) 
0  
(0%) 
 
The Mock Student Profile 6 (View Table 4.7 continued) consists of a student who 
considers themselves to be athletic, not from a farm background, Black, and straight. The 
first degree of closeness, I would accept this student as a member of my school, received 
0 (0.0%) responses for strongly disagree, 3 (3.3%) selected twos, 6 (6.7%) chose neutral 
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threes, 11 (12.2%) aligned with fours, and 70 (77.8%) strongly agreed with the statement. 
The second degree of closeness, I would accept this student as a student enrolled in my 
Ag class, found that 1 (1.1%) strongly disagreed, 5 (5.6%) opted for twos, 4 (4.4%) 
selected threes, 14 (15.6%) selected fours, 66 strongly agreed. The third degree of 
closeness, I would accept this student as a member of my FFA chapter, collected 2 
(2.2%) strongly disagrees, 4 (4.4%) twos, 6 (6.7%) threes, 14 (15.6%) fours, and 64 
(71.1%) strongly agrees. The fourth degree of closeness, I would accept this student as a 
member of the same competitive team as me, received 1 (1.1%) strongly disagree, 4 
(4.4%) twos, 10 (11.1%) threes, 10 (11.1%) fours, and 63 (70.0%) strongly agrees. The 
fifth degree of closeness, I would accept this student as our FFA chapter president, 
received 8 (8.9%) strongly disagrees, 12 (13.3%) twos, 9 (10.0%), 12 (13.3%), 46 
(51.1%) strongly agrees. The sixth and final degree of closeness, I would accept this 
student as my roommate on trips, collected 8 (9.3%) strongly disagrees, 2 (2.2%) twos, 8 
(9.3%) threes, 7 (8.1%) fours, and 61 (70.9%) strongly agrees. The breaking point for 
Mock Student Profile 6 is after I would accept this student as a member of the same 
competitive team as me and before I would accept this student as our FFA chapter 
president.  
Table 4.7: 
Frequencies of Social Distance Scales for Student Profile 6 – MSP 6 is 
athletic, not from a farm background, Black, and straight (n = 90). 
 
 1 – 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 3 4 5 – 
Strongly 
Agree 
Missing 
Degree of 
Closeness 
   
 
   
I would 
accept this 
student as a  
 
0 
 (0.0%) 
3 
 (3.3%) 
6 
 (6.7%)  
11 
(12.2%) 
70 
 (77.8%) 
0 
 (0%) 
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Table 4.7 
(Continued) 
 
member of 
my school. 
 
I would 
accept this 
student as a 
student 
enrolled in my 
Ag class. 
 
1 
(1.1%) 
5  
(5.6%) 
4  
(4.4%) 
14  
(15.6%) 
66 
 (73.3%) 
0 
 (0%) 
I would 
accept this 
student as a 
member of 
my FFA 
chapter. 
 
2 
 (2.2%) 
4 
 (4.4%) 
6 
 (6.7%) 
14  
(15.6%) 
64 
 (71.1%) 
0  
(0%) 
I would 
accept this 
student as a 
member of the 
same 
competitive 
team as me. 
 
1 
 (1.1%) 
4 
 (4.4%) 
10  
(11.1%) 
10  
(11.1%) 
63 
 (70.0%) 
2  
(2.2%) 
I would 
accept this 
student as our 
FFA chapter 
president. 
 
8  
(8.9%) 
12 
 (13.3%) 
9  
(10.0%) 
12  
(13.3%) 
46 
 (51.1%) 
3  
(3.3%) 
I would 
accept this 
student as my 
roommate on 
trips. 
8  
(9.3%) 
2  
(2.2%) 
8  
(9.3%) 
7  
(8.1%) 
61 
 (70.9%) 
4  
(4.4%) 
 
 
Mock Student Profile 7 (View Table 4.8) consists of a student who considers 
themselves to be an Ag kid who grew up on a farm, Back, and gay. The first degree of 
53 
 
closeness, I would accept this student as a member of my school, found that 3 (4.2%) 
strongly disagreed with the statement, 1 (1.4%) selected twos, 10 (13.9%) selected a 
neutral three, 7 (9.7%) aligned with a four, and 51 (70.8%) strongly agreed with the 
statement. The second degree of closeness, I would accept this student as a student 
enrolled in my Ag class, discovered that 4 (5.6%) strongly disagreed with the statement, 
2 (2.8%) chose twos, 9 (12.5%) selected threes, 7 (9.7%) aligned with fours, and 50 
(69.4%) strongly agreed with the statement. The third degree of closeness, I would accept 
this student as a student enrolled in my Ag class, found that 3 (4.2%) strongly disagreed 
with the statement, 3 (4.2%) selected twos, 9 (12.5%) chose threes, 8 (11.1%) opted for 
fours, and 49 (68.1%) strongly agreed with the statement. The fourth degree of closeness, 
I would accept this student as a member of the same competitive team as me, received 7 
(9.9%) strongly disagrees, 4 (5.6%) of students selected twos, 7 (9.9%) chose threes, 7 
(9.9%) indicated fours, and 46 (64.8%) strongly agreed with the statement. The fifth 
degree of closeness, I would accept this student as our FFA chapter president, collected 5 
(7.2%) strongly agrees from participants, 6 (8.7%) selected twos, 12 (17.4%) chose 
neutral threes, 5 (7.2%) aligned with fours, and 41 (59.4%) strongly agreed with the 
statement. The sixth and final degree of closeness, I would accept this student as my 
roommate on FFA trips, received 13 (21.0%) strongly agrees, 5 (8.1%) selections of 
twos, 13 (21.0%) choices of threes, 7 (11.3%) selections of fours, and 24 (38.7%) 
strongly agreed with the statement. The breaking point for Mock Student Profile 7 is after 
I would accept this student as a member of the same competitive team as me and before I 
would accept this student as our FFA chapter president.  
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Table 4.8:  
Frequencies of Social Distance Scales for Student Profile 7 – MSP 7 is 
an Ag kid who grew up on a farm, Black, ad gay (n = 72). 
 
 1 – 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 3     4 5 – 
Strongly 
Agree 
Missing 
Degree of 
Closeness 
   
 
   
I would accept 
this student as 
a member of 
my school. 
 
3  
(4.2%) 
1  
(1.4%) 
10  
(13.9%) 
    7 
 (9.7%) 
51 
 (70.8%) 
0 
 (0%) 
I would accept 
this student as 
a student 
enrolled in my 
Ag class. 
 
4  
(5.6%) 
2  
(2.8%) 
9 
 (12.5%) 
      7 
  (9.7%) 
50 
 (69.4%) 
0  
(0%) 
I would accept 
this student as 
a member of 
my FFA 
chapter. 
 
3  
(4.2%) 
3  
(4.2%) 
9  
(12.5%) 
       8 
   (11.1%) 
49  
(68.1%) 
0  
(0%) 
I would accept 
this student as 
a member of 
the same 
competitive 
team as me. 
 
7  
(9.9%) 
4  
(5.6%) 
7  
(9.9%) 
         7 
      
(9.9%) 
46 
 (64.8%) 
1 
 (1.4%) 
I would accept 
this student as 
our FFA 
chapter 
president. 
 
5 
 (7.2%) 
6  
(8.7%) 
12  
(17.4%) 
        5  
    (7.2%) 
41 
 (59.4%) 
3  
(4.2%) 
I would accept 
this student as 
my roommate 
on trips. 
13 
 (21.0%) 
5  
(8.1%) 
13 
 (21.0%) 
         7  
    
(11.3%) 
24  
(38.7%) 
10  
(13.9%) 
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The social distance scale for Mock Student Profile 8 (View Table 4.9) includes a 
student who considers themselves to be athletic, not from a farm background, Black, and 
gay. The first degree of closeness, I would accept this student as a member of my school, 
received 8 (9.6%) strongly disagree, 4 (4.9%) reported twos, 17 (21.0%) indicated more 
neutral threes, 9 (11.1%) rated fours, and 43 (53.1%) strongly agreed with the statement 
.The second degree of closeness, I would accept this student as a member of my Ag class, 
received 6 (7.6%) strongly disagrees, 9 (11.4%) students selected twos, 12 (15.2%) 
reported threes, 17 (21.5%) aligned with fours, and 35 (44.3%) strongly agreed with the 
statement. The third degree of closeness, I would accept this student as a member of my 
FFA chapter, received 6 (7.7%) strongly disagrees, 9 (11.5%) reported a two, 16 (20.5%) 
indicated neutral threes, 10 (12.8%) aligned with fours, and 37 (47.4%) strongly agreed 
with the statement. The fourth degree of closeness, I would accept this student as a 
member of the same competitive team as me, received 8 (10.4%) strongly disagrees, 9 
(11.7%) twos, 17 (22.1%) threes, 8 (10.4%) fours, and 35 (45.5%) strongly agreed with 
the statement. The fifth degree of closeness, I would accept this student as our FFA 
chapter president, received 13 (17.6%) strongly disagreed with the statement, 11 (14.9%) 
reported twos, 16 (21.6%) indicated threes, 9 (12.2%) aligned with four, and 25 (33.8%) 
strongly agreed with the statement. The sixth and final degree of closeness, I would 
accept this student as my roommate on field trips, obtained 18 (25.7%) strongly 
disagrees, 5 (7.1%) twos, 16 (22.9%) threes, 7 (10.0%) fours, and 24 (28.9%) strongly 
agreed with the statement. The breaking point for Mock Student Profile 8 is after I would 
accept this student as a member of my school and before I would accept this student as a 
student enrolled in my Ag class.  
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Table 4.9: 
Frequencies of Social Distance Scales for Student Profile 8 – MSP 8 is 
athletic, not from a farm background, Black, and gay (n = 83). 
 
 1 – 
Strongly 
Disagree 
2 3 4 5 – Strongly 
Agree 
Missing 
Degree of 
Closeness 
   
 
   
I would accept 
this student as 
a member of 
my school. 
 
8 
(9.6%) 
4 
(4.9%) 
17 
(21.0%) 
9 
(11.1%) 
43 
(53.1%) 
2 
(2.4%) 
I would accept 
this student as 
a student 
enrolled in my 
Ag class. 
 
6 
(7.6%) 
9 
(11.4%) 
12 
(15.2%) 
17 
(21.5%) 
35 
(44.3%) 
4 
(4.8%) 
I would accept 
this students as 
a member of 
my FFA 
chapter. 
 
6 
(7.7%) 
9 
(11.5%) 
16 
(20.5%) 
10 
(12.8%) 
37 
(47.4%) 
5 
(6.0%) 
I would accept 
this student as 
a member of 
the same 
competitive 
team as me. 
 
8 
(10.4%) 
9 
(11.7%) 
17 
(22.1%) 
8 
(10.4%) 
35 
(45.5%) 
6 
(7.2%) 
I would accept 
this student as 
our FFA 
chapter 
president. 
 
13 
(17.6%) 
11 
(14.9%) 
16 
(21.6%) 
9 
(12.2%) 
25 
(33.8%) 
9 
(10.8%) 
I would accept 
this student as 
my roommate 
on trips. 
18 
(25.7%) 
5 
(7.1%) 
16 
(22.9%) 
7 
(10.0%) 
24 
(28.9%) 
13 
(15.7%) 
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Research Objective 3: Describe the depth of each homophily scale by student 
profile. 
 In research objective two, the participants were asked to evaluate six homophily 
scales that were linked to the same Mock Student Profiles they received in the Social 
Distance portion. The attitude homophily scales were constructed from the dimensions; 
‘is like me’ versus ‘is unlike me’, I’s different from me’ versus ‘is similar to me’, ‘thinks 
like me’ versus ‘does not think like me’, ‘doesn’t behave like me’ versus ‘behaves like 
me’. The background homophily scales were constructed from the dimensions ‘is from a 
different social class’ versus ‘is from the same social class’, ‘is culturally different’ 
versus is culturally similar’, ‘has an economic situation like mine’ versus ‘does not have 
an economic situation like mine’. 
Homophily scales for Mock Student Profile 1 included six different scales with 
oppositional dimensions and frequencies and percentages were collected (View Table 
4.10 continued). The first homophily scale received 24 (23%) reports that MSP 1 ‘is 
different from me’ and 77 (77.0%) indicated that MSP 1 ‘is similar to me’. The second 
homophily scale received 22 (22.0%) indications that MSP 1 ‘is from a different social 
class’ and 78 (78.0%) reported MSP 1’is from the same social class’. The third 
homophily scale obtained 23 (23.0%) selections that MSP 1 ‘is culturally different’ and 
77 (77.0%) choices reporting that MSP 1 ‘is culturally similar’. The fourth homophily 
scale reported 69 (70.4%) ‘thinks like me’ and 29 (29.6%) ‘does not think like me’. The 
fifth homophily scale found 24 (23.8%) responses believing MSP 1 ‘doesn’t behave like 
me’ and 77 (76.2%) ‘behaves like me’. The sixth and final homophily scale reported 72 
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(72.7%) ‘has an economic situation like mine’ and 27 (27.3%) indicated MSP 1 ‘does not 
have an economic situation like mine’. 
Table 4.10: 
Frequencies of Homophily Scales for Student Profile 1 – MSP 1 is from a farm 
background, White, and straight. 
 
Homophily Scales                                   Dimensions                                       f                  %      
Homophily Scale 1 Is different from me. 24 23.8 
Is similar to me. 77 76.2 
Homophily Scale 2 Is from a different social class. 22 22.0 
Is from the same social class. 78 78.0 
Homophily Scale 3 Is culturally different. 23 23.0 
Is culturally similar. 77 77.0 
Homophily Scale 4 Thinks like me. 69 70.4 
Does not think like me. 29 29.6 
Homophily Scale 5 Doesn’t behave like me. 24 23.8 
Behaves like me 77 76.2 
Homophily Scale 6 Has an economic situation like mine 72 72.7 
Does not have an economic situation like mine 27 27.3 
 
Homophily scales for Mock Student Profile 2 (View Table 4.11 continued) 
consisted of a FFA member who transferred into your school. They considered 
themselves to be athletic, not from a farm background, White, and straight. The first 
homophily scale received 30 (41.1%) reports that MSP 2 ‘is different from me’ and 43 
(58.9 indications that MSP 2 ‘is similar to me’. The second homophily scale obtained 26 
(36.1%) responses that MSP 2 ‘is from a different social class’ and 46 (63.9%) ‘is from 
the same social class’. The third homophily scale received 27 (38.0%) responses that 
MSP 2 ‘is culturally different’ and 44 (62.0%) indicators that MSP 2 ‘is culturally 
similar’. The fourth homophily scale found 36 (51.4%) of respondents agreed MSP 2 
‘thinks like me’ and 34 (48.6%) ‘does not think like me’. The fifth homophily scale 
discovered 34 (48.6%) believe MSP 2 ‘doesn’t behave like me’ and 36 (51.4%) believe 
MSP 2 ‘behaves like me’. The sixth and final homophily scales received 40 (58.0%) 
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responses that MSP 2 ‘has an economic situation like mine’ and 29 (42.0%) believe MSP 
2 ‘does not have an economic situation like mine’. 
Table 4.11:  
Frequencies of Homophily Scales for Student Profile 2 – MSP 2 is athletic / farm 
background, White, and straight. 
 
 Homophily Scales                                   Dimensions                                        f                 % 
Homophily Scale 1 Is different from me. 30 41.1 
Is similar to me. 43 58.9 
Homophily Scale 2 Is from a different social class. 26 36.1 
Is from the same social class. 46 63.9 
Homophily Scale 3 Is culturally different. 27 38.0 
Is culturally similar. 44 62.0 
Homophily Scale 4 Thinks like me. 36 51.4 
Does not think like me. 34 48.6 
Homophily Scale 5 Doesn’t behave like me. 34 48.6 
Behaves like me. 36 51.4 
Homophily Scale 6 Has an economic situation like mine. 40 58.0 
Does not have an economic situation like mine 29 42.0 
 
The homophily scales for Mock Student Profile 3 breaks each oppositional 
dimension into frequencies and percentages (see Table 4.12 continued). The first 
homophily scale received 60 (71.4%) student reports that MSP 3 ‘is different from me’ 
and 24 (28.6%) reported MSP 3 ‘is similar to me’. The second homophily scale reports 
that 44 (52.4%) of students believe MSP ‘is from a different social class’ and 40 (47.6%) 
believe MSP 3 ‘is from the same social class’. Homophily Scale number three found that 
37 (44.6%) agreed that MSP 3 ‘is culturally different’ and 46 (55.4%) believed MSP 3 ‘is 
culturally similar’. The fourth homophily scale discovered that 19 (22.9%) considers 
MSP 3 ‘thinks like me’ and 56 (67.5%) believes MSP 3 ‘doesn’t think like me. An error 
on the instrument included an empty third option which 8 (9.1%) students selected 
skewing the fourth homophily scales’ data. The fifth homophily scale discovered that 65 
(78.3%) of students believe MSP 3 ‘doesn’t behave like me’ and 18 (21.7%) believe MSP 
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3 ‘behaves like me’. The sixth and final homophily scale found that 35 (42.2%) 
concluded MSP 3 ‘has an economic situation like mine’ and 48 (57.8%) believe MSP 3 
‘doesn’t have an economic situation like mine’. 
 
Table 4.12:  
Frequencies of Homophily Scales for Student Profile 3 – farm background, White, 
and gay 
 
 Homophily Scales                                    Dimensions                                       f                   % 
Homophily Scale 1 Is different from me. 60 71.4 
Is similar to me. 24 28.6 
Homophily Scale 2 Is from a different social class. 44 52.4 
Is from the same social class. 40 47.6 
Homophily Scale 3 Is culturally different. 37 44.6 
Is culturally similar. 46 55.4 
Homophily Scale 4 Thinks like me. 19 22.9 
Does not think like me. 56 67.5 
Homophily Scale 5 Doesn’t behave like me. 65 78.3 
Behaves like me. 18 21.7 
Homophily Scale 6 Has an economic situation like mine. 35 42.2 
Does not have an economic situation like mine 48 57.8 
 
The first homophily scale for MSP 4 (View Table 4.13 continued) received 78 
(83.9%) selections that MSP 4 ‘is different from me’ and 15 (16.1%) selections that MSP 
4 ‘is similar to me’. The second homophily scale discovered 62 (68.1%) participants 
believed that MSP 4 ‘is from a different social class’ and 29 (31.9%) believed MSP 4 ‘is 
from the same social class’. The third homophily scale found that 59 (65.6%) believed 
that MSP 4 ‘is culturally different’ and 31 (34.4%) believe MSP 4 ‘is culturally similar’. 
The fourth homophily scale showed 26 (29.2%) believed MSP 4 ‘thinks like me’ and 63 
(70.8%) believe MSP 4 ‘does not think like me’. The fifth homophily scale received 69 
(76.7%) participant response saying that MSP 4 ‘doesn’t behave like me’ and 21 (23.3%) 
believe MSP 4 ‘behaves like me’. The sixth and final homophily scale found 40 (44.9%) 
61 
 
responses agreeing that MSP 4 ‘has an economic situation like mine’ and 49 (55.1%) 
think that MSP 4 ‘does not have an economic situation like mine’.  
Table 4.13:  
Frequencies of Homophily Scales for Student Profile 4 – MSP 4 is athletic 
/ no farm background, White, and gay 
 
 Homophily Scales                                    Dimensions                                                          
f                      % 
Homophily Scale 
1 
Is different from me. 78 83.9 
Is similar to me. 15 16.1 
Homophily Scale 
2 
Is from a different social class. 62 68.1 
Is from the same social class. 29 31.9 
Homophily Scale 
3 
Is culturally different. 59 65.6 
Is culturally similar. 31 34.4 
Homophily Scale 
4 
Thinks like me. 26 29.2 
Does not think like me. 63 70.8 
Homophily Scale 
5 
Doesn’t behave like me. 69 76.7 
Behaves like me. 21 23.3 
Homophily Scale 
6 
Has an economic situation like mine. 40 44.9 
Does not have an economic situation like 
mine. 
49 55.1 
 
The homophily scales for Mock Student Profile 5 included six different scales 
with oppositional dimensions and frequencies and percentages were collected (View 
Table 4.14 continued). The first homophily scale received 33 (38.8%) reports that MSP 5 
‘is different from me’ and 52 (61.2%) indicated that MSP 5 ‘is similar to me’. The second 
homophily scale received 28 (32.9%) indications that MSP 5 ‘is from a different social 
class’ and 57 (67.1%) reported MSP 5 ‘is from the same social class’. The third 
homophily scale obtained 46 (53.5%) selections that MSP 5 ‘is culturally different’ and 
40 (46.5%) choices reporting that MSP 5 ‘is culturally similar’. The fourth homophily 
scale reported 58 (68.2%) ‘thinks like me’ and 27 (31.8%) ‘does not think like me’. The 
fifth homophily scale found 31 (35.5%) responses believing MSP 5 ‘doesn’t behave like 
me’ and 54 (63.5%) ‘behaves like me’. The sixth and final homophily scale reported 52 
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(61.2%) ‘has an economic situation like mine’ and 33 (38.8%) indicated MSP 5 ‘does not 
have an economic situation like mine’. 
Table 4.14: 
Frequencies of Homophily Scales for Student Profile 5 – MSP 5 is farm 
background, Black, and straight 
 
 Homophily Scales                                    Dimensions                                                          
f                      % 
Homophily Scale 
1 
Is different from me. 33 38.8 
Is similar to me. 52 61.2 
Homophily Scale 
2 
Is from a different social class. 28 32.9 
Is from the same social class. 57 67.1 
Homophily Scale 
3 
Is culturally different. 46 53.5 
Is culturally similar. 40 46.5 
Homophily Scale 
4 
Thinks like me. 58 68.2 
Does not think like me. 27 31.8 
Homophily Scale 
5 
Doesn’t behave like me. 31 35.5 
Behaves like me. 54 63.5 
Homophily Scale 
6 
Has an economic situation like mine. 52 61.2 
Does not have an economic situation like 
mine. 
33 38.8 
 
The first homophily scale for MSP 6 (View Table 4.15) found that 38 (44.2%) 
participants believed MSP 6 ‘is different from me’ and 48 (55.8%) believe MSP 6 ‘is 
similar to me’. The second homophily scale established that 33 (38.4%) thought MSP 6 
‘is from a different social class’ and 53 (61.6%) believed MSP 6 ‘is from the same social 
class’. The third homophily scale discovered 50 (58.1%) assumed MSP 6 ‘is culturally 
different’ and 36 (41.9%) assumed MSP 6 ‘is culturally similar’. The fourth homophily 
scale found that 49 (57.0%) participants believed that MSP 6 ‘thinks like me’ and 37 
(43.0%) believe MSP 6 ‘does not think like me’. The fifth homophily scale determined 
that 37 (43.5%) thought MSP 6 ‘doesn’t behave like me’ and 48 (56.5%) thought MSP 6 
‘behaves like me’. The sixth and final homophily scale concluded that 41 (48.2%) 
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believed that MSP 6 ‘has an economic situation like mine’ and 44 (51.8%) believed MSP 
6 ‘does not have an economic situation like mine’.  
Table 4.15 
Frequencies of Homophily Scales for Student Profile 6 – MSP 6 is farm 
background, Black, and straight 
 
Homophily Dimensions f % 
Homophily Scale 
1 
Is different from me. 38 44.2 
Is similar to me. 48 55.8 
Homophily Scale 
2 
Is from a different social class. 33 38.4 
Is from the same social class. 53 61.6 
Homophily Scale 
3 
Is culturally different. 50 58.1 
Is culturally similar. 36 41.9 
Homophily Scale 
4 
Thinks like me. 49 57.0 
Does not think like me. 37 43.0 
Homophily Scale 
5 
Doesn’t behave like me. 37 43.5 
Behaves like me. 48 56.5 
Homophily Scale 
6 
Has an economic situation like mine. 41 48.2 
Does not have an economic situation like 
mine. 
44 51.8 
  
The first homophily scale for Mock Student Profile 7 (View Table 4.16) found 
that 54 (77.1%) participants believe that MSP 7 ‘is different from me’ and 16 (22.9%) 
believe that MSP 7 ‘is similar to me’. The second homophily scale discovered that 38 
(55.1%) thought that MSP 7 ‘is from a different social class’ and 31 (44.9%) thought 
MSP 7 ‘is from the same social class’. The third homophily scale concluded that 51 
(73.9%) assumed MSP 7 ‘is culturally different’ and 18 (26.1%) assumed MSP 7 ‘is 
culturally similar’. The fourth homophily scale established that 18 (26.1%) believe MSP 
7 ‘thinks like me’ and 51 (73.9%) believed MSP 7 ‘doesn’t think like me’. The fifth 
homophily scale found that 51 (73.9%) participants thought MSP 7 ‘doesn’t behave like 
me’ and 18 (26.1%) thought MSP 7 ‘behaves like me’. The sixth and final homophily 
scale discovered that 32 (47.1%) reported MSP 7 ‘has an economic situation like mine’ 
and 36 (52.9%) reported MSP 7 ‘does not have an economic situation like mine’.  
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Table 4.16: 
Frequencies of Homophily Scales for Student Profile 7 – MSP 7 athletic / 
no farm background, Black, and gay 
 
Homophily Scales      Dimensions f                    
% 
Homophily Scale 
1 
Is different from me. 54 77.1 
Is similar to me. 16 22.9 
Homophily Scale 
2 
Is from a different social class. 38 55.1 
Is from the same social class. 31 44.9 
Homophily Scale 
3 
Is culturally different. 51 73.9 
Is culturally similar. 18 26.1 
Homophily Scale 
4 
Thinks like me. 18 26.1 
Does not think like me. 51 73.9 
Homophily Scale 
5 
Doesn’t behave like me. 51 73.9 
Behaves like me. 18 26.1 
Homophily Scale 
6 
Has an economic situation like mine. 32 47.1 
Does not have an economic situation like 
mine. 
36 52.9 
The first homophily scale for Mock Student Profile 8 (View Table 4.17) received 
63 (77.8%) student reports that MSP 8 ‘is different from me’ and 18 (22.2%) reported 
MSP 8 ‘is similar to me’. The second homophily scale reports that 58 (71.6%) of students 
believe MSP 8 ‘is from a different social class’ and 23 (28.4%) believe MSP 8 ‘is from 
the same social class’. Homophily Scale number three found that 70 (85.4%) agreed that 
MSP 8 ‘is culturally different’ and 12 (14.6%) believed MSP 8 ‘is culturally similar’. The 
fourth homophily scale discovered that 26 (32.5%) considers MSP 8 ‘thinks like me’ and 
54 (67.5%) believes MSP 8 ‘doesn’t think like me. The fifth homophily scale discovered 
that 71 (87.7%) of students believe MSP 8 ‘doesn’t behave like me’ and 10 (12.3%) 
believe MSP 8 ‘behaves like me’. The sixth and final homophily scale found that 34 
(43.0%) concluded MSP 8 ‘has an economic situation like mine’ and 45 (57.0%) believe 
MSP 8 ‘doesn’t have an economic situation like mine’. 
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Table 4.17:  
Frequencies of Homophily Scales for Student Profile 8 – MSP 8 is athletic 
/ no farm background, Black, and gay 
 
Homophily Scales                                    Dimensions f                    
% 
Homophily Scale 
1 
Is different from me. 63 77.8 
Is similar to me. 18 22.2 
Homophily Scale 
2 
Is from a different social class. 58 71.6 
Is from the same social class. 23 28.4 
Homophily Scale 
3 
Is culturally different. 70 85.4 
Is culturally similar. 12 14.6 
Homophily Scale 
4 
Thinks like me. 26 32.5 
Does not think like me. 54 67.5 
Homophily Scale 
5 
Doesn’t behave like me. 71 87.7 
Behaves like me. 10 12.3 
Homophily Scale 
6 
Has an economic situation like mine. 34 43.0 
Does not have an economic situation like 
mine. 
45 57.0 
 
Research Objective 4: Determine the level of acceptance by student profile. 
 The researcher calculated an average of social distance scores to establish the 
overall level of social distance towards all groups. Average social distance scales were 
calculated for each mock student profile and each degree of closeness (View Table 4.18 
continued). Secondly, the scores for each degree of closeness was averaged to create one 
level of social distance for each student profile and then correlated into a ranking (View 
Table 6). 
 Mock Student Profile 1 received a 4.65 as an average for the first degree of 
closeness, a 4.63 for the second degree of closeness, a 4.63 for the third degree of 
closeness, a 4.5243 for the fourth degree of closeness, a 4.27 for the fifth degree of 
closeness, and a 4.3960 for the sixth degree of closeness. Mock Student Profile 2 reported 
a 4.43 for the first degree of closeness, a 4.31 for the second degree of closeness, a 4.29 
for the third degree of closeness, a 4.20 for the fourth degree of closeness, a 3.59 for the 
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fifth degree of closeness, and a 4.05 for the sixth and final degree of closeness. Mock 
Student Profile 3 found an average of 3.98 for the first degree of closeness, a 4.15 for the 
second degree of closeness, a 4.04 for the third degree of closeness, a 3.92 for the fourth 
degree of closeness, a 3.53 for the fifth degree of closeness, and a 3.57 for the sixth 
degree of closeness. Mock Student Profile 4 concluded that the first degree of closeness 
averaged a 3.95, a 4.15 on the second degree of closeness, a 4.04 on the third degree of 
closeness, a 3.92 for the fourth degree of closeness, a 3.53 for the fifth degree of 
closeness, and a 3.57 for the sixth degree of closeness. Mock Student Profile 5 found an 
average of 4.62 for the first degree of closeness, a 4.6 for the second degree of closeness, 
a 4.62 for the third degree of closeness, a 4.59 for the fourth degree of closeness, a 4.40 
for the fifth degree of closeness, and a 4.367for the sixth and final degree of closeness. 
Mock Student Profile 6 received an average of 4.64 for the first degree of closeness, a 
4.54 for the second degree of closeness, a 4.48 for the third degree of closeness, a 4.47 
for the fourth degree of closeness, a 3.87 for the fifth degree of closeness, and a 4.29 for 
the sixth degree of closeness. Mock Student Profile 7 obtained a 4.416 average for the 
first degree of closeness, a 4.34 for the second degree of closeness, a 4.34 for the third 
degree of closeness, a 4.14 for the fourth degree of closeness, a 4.02 for the fifth degree 
of closeness, and a 3.38 for the sixth degree of closeness. Mock Student Profile 8 found 
the average for the first degree of closeness to be 3.92, 3.83 for the second degree of 
closeness, 3.80 for the third degree of closeness, 3.68 for the fourth degree of closeness, 
3.29 for the fifth degree of closeness, and 3.20 for the sixth and final degree of closeness. 
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Table 4.18: 
Mean Social Distance Score 
Mean (SD) 
 I would 
accept as 
a member 
of my 
school 
I would 
accept as 
a student 
enrolled 
in my Ag 
class 
I would 
accept as 
a 
member 
of my 
FFA 
chapter 
I would 
accept as a 
member of 
the same 
competitive 
team as me 
I would 
accept as 
our FFA 
chapter 
President 
I would 
accept as 
my 
roommate 
on trips 
MSP 1 -Ag 
kid with a 
farm 
background, 
White, and 
straight 
 
4.65/.79 4.63/.78 4.63/.77 4.52/.87 4.27/1.05 4.39/1.05 
MSP 2 – 
Athletic, 
not from a 
farm 
background, 
White, and 
straight 
 
4.43/.95 4.31/.94 4.29/1.09 4.20/1.16 3.59/1.49 4.05/1.15 
MSP 3 – Ag 
kid from a 
farm 
background, 
White, and 
gay 
 
3.98/1.28 4.15/1.12 4.04/1.25 3.92/1.19 3.53/1.47 3.57/1.43 
MSP 4 – 
Athletic, 
not from a 
farm 
background, 
White, and 
gay 
 
3.95/1.47 3.89/1.45 3.74/1.51 3.65/1.49 3.27/1.60 3.42/1.69 
MSP 5 – Ag 
kid from a 
farm 
background, 
Black, and 
straight 
4.62/.74 4.65/.72 4.62/.91 4.59/.78 4.40/1.05 4.36/1.01 
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Table 4.18 
(Continued) 
 
MSP 6 – 
Athletic, 
not from a 
farm 
background, 
Black, and 
straight 
 
4.64/.75 4.54/.90 4.48/.96 4.47/.95 3.87/1.42 4.29/1.29 
MSP 7 – Ag 
kid, from a 
farm 
background, 
Black, and 
gay 
 
4.41/1.06 4.34/1.15 4.34/1.15 4.14/1.37 4.02/1.34 3.38/1.57 
MSP 8 – 
Athletic, 
not from a 
farm 
background, 
Black and 
gay 
3.92/1.36 3.83/1.31 3.80/1.35 3.68/1.41 3.29/1.51 3.20/1.60 
 
 While Table 4.18 (continued) demonstrated the level of acceptance by providing 
the breaking point of for each Mock Student Profile at each degree of closeness, Table 
4.19 (continued) attempts to show the bigger picture. Table 4.19 (continued) attempts to 
show the mean social distance and the ranking that corresponds with it. Mock Student 
Profile 5 was ranked first and the most likely to be included. MSP 5 received a mean 
social distance of 4.5436 with a perfect score being a 5.0. Mock Student Profile 1 was 
ranked second most likely to be included. MSP 1 received a mean social distance scale of 
4.5179. Mock Student Profile 6 was ranked third most likely to be included. MSP 6 
received a mean social distance of 4.3865. Mock Student Profile 2 was ranked fourth 
most likely to be included and received a mean social distance scale of 4.1493. Mock 
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Student Profile 7 was ranked fifth overall and received a mean social distance score of 
4.1113. Mock Student Profile 3 was ranked sixth overall and received a mean social 
distance score of 3.8712. Mock Student Profile 4 was ranked seventh overall and 
received a mean social distance score of 3.6577. Finally, Mock Student Profile 8 was 
ranked eighth and received a mean social distance score of 3.6257. 
 
Table 4.19: 
Social Distance Means and Rankings 
 Mean Ranking 
MSP 5 – Ag kid from a farm background, Black, and straight 
 
4.5436 1 
MSP 1 -Ag kid with a farm background, White, and straight 
 
4.5179 2 
MSP 6 – Athletic, not from a farm background, Black, and 
straight 
 
4.3865 3 
MSP 2 – Athletic, not from a farm background, White, and 
straight 
 
4.1493 4 
MSP 7 – Ag kid, from a farm background, Black, and gay 
 
4.1113 5 
MSP 3 – Ag kid from a farm background, White, and gay 
 
3.8712 6 
MSP 4 – Athletic, not from a farm background, White, and 
gay 
 
3.6577 7 
MSP 8 – Athletic, not from a farm background, Black and gay 3.6257 8 
 
 
Research Objective 5: Determine which demographic variables increase 
social distance 
 Based upon Mock Student Profile 1 not having a breaking point a regression was 
not analyzed. Based upon Mock Student Profile 2’s (View table 4.20 continued) breaking 
point the fifth degree of closeness will be used, which is I would accept as our FFA 
chapter president. While utilizing the breaking point, consisting of the 6th degree of 
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closeness, it was determined that being not being an officer increased social distance (B= 
.17; p=.42). Being an officer in a club or sports team increased social distance (B= .21; 
p=.35). Type of home residency increased social distance (B= .04; p= .86). Race slightly 
increased social distances (B=.08; p= .71). Traveling to another country decreased social 
distance (B=-.16; p=.45). Parental education decreased social distance (B=-.07; p= .76). 
Parental income also decreased social distance (B=-.27; p=.23).  From this information it 
can be determined that the student who would be most likely to distance themselves from 
MSP 2 on the fifth degree of closeness would be not an officer, not an officer/ captain of 
a club or sport, traveled abroad, high parent education level, perceived high parent 
income level, rural, and white. 
 
Table 4.20: 
Linear Regression Analysis for Social Distance Towards Mock Student 2 Profile by 
Degree of Closeness #5 
Demographic 𝛽     p 
Are you an officer in your FFA chapter?a .17 .42 
Are you an officer or captain of a club or sports team besides 
FFA?b 
.21 .35 
Have you ever traveled to another country?c -.16 .45 
What is your parent’s education level?d -.07 .76 
In your opinion how much did your parents make in the last 
year?e 
-.27 .23 
What best describes the area you live in?f .04 .86 
What is your race? g .08 .71 
* p £ .05 
MSP 2 is athletic. No farm background, White, and straight 
Degree of Closeness #5 is I would accept this student as our FFA chapter president 
a : being an officer = 5; not an officer = 6 
b : Officer or captain of a club or sports team besides FFA = 5; Not an officer = 6 
c : Traveled to another country = 5; has not traveled to another country = 6 
d : Some high school, no diploma = 2; high school graduate, diploma= 3; technical or 
Associate’s Degree = 5; Bachelor’s Degree = 9; Master’s or Professional Degree = 10 
e : Less than $25,000 = 1; $25,000-34,999 = 2; $35,000-49,999= 3; $50,000-74,999= 4; 
$75,000-99,999 = 5; $100,000-149,000= 6; $150,000+ = 7 
f : Rural = 1; Suburban = 2; Urban = 3 
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g : African American= 2; White American = 3; Alaska Native= 4; Asian American= 5; 
Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islanders= 6; Biracial = 7 
 
 Based upon Mock Student Profile 3’s (View table 4.21) breaking point the second 
degree of closeness will be used, which is I would accept as a student enrolled in my Ag 
class. Being an officer increased social distance (B= .18; p= .59). Being an officer or 
captain of a club or sports team besides FFA increased social distance in relation to MSP 
3 (B= .27; p= .41). Parental income also increased social distance (B= .32; p= .33. Home 
residence also increased social distance (B = .08; p = .81). Traveling to another country 
increased social distance (B =.33; p =.32). Parental education increased social distance 
(B= .32; p= .32). Finally, race was the sole factor that decreased social distance in regards 
to MSP 3 (B= -.10; p=.78). From this information it can be determine that the student 
who would be most likely to distance themselves from MSP 3 at the second degree of 
closeness would be not an FFA officer, not an officer of captain of a club or sports team 
besides FFA, has not traveled to another country, lower levels of parental education, 
perceived lower parental income, rural, and not white.  
 
Table 4.21:  
Linear Regression Analysis for Social Distance Towards Mock Student 3 Profile by Degree 
of Closeness #2 
Demographic 𝛽 p 
Are you an officer in your FFA chapter? .18 .59 
Are you an officer or captain of a club or sports team 
besides FFA? 
.27 .41 
Have you ever traveled to another country? .33 .32 
What is your parent’s education level? .32 .32 
In your opinion how much did your parents make in the last 
year? 
.32 .33 
What best describes the area you live in? .08 .81 
What is your race?  -.10 .78 
* p £ .05 
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MSP 3 is farm background, White, and gay 
Degree of Closeness #2 is I would accept this student as a student enrolled in my Ag 
class 
a : being an officer = 5; not an officer = 6 
b : Officer or captain of a club or sports team besides FFA = 5; Not an officer = 6 
c : Traveled to another country = 5; has not traveled to another country = 6 
d : Some high school, no diploma = 2; high school graduate, diploma= 3; technical or 
Associate’s Degree = 5; Bachelor’s Degree = 9; Master’s or Professional Degree = 10 
e : Less than $25,000 = 1; $25,000-34,999 = 2; $35,000-49,999= 3; $50,000-74,999= 4; 
$75,000-99,999 = 5; $100,000-149,000= 6; $150,000+ = 7 
f : Rural = 1; Suburban = 2; Urban = 3 
g : African American= 2; White American = 3; Alaska Native= 4; Asian American= 5; 
Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islanders= 6; Biracial = 7 
Based upon Mock Student Profile 4’s (View table 4.22) breaking point the third 
degree of closeness will be used, which is I would accept as a member of my FFA 
chapter. Being an officer in your FFA chapter decreased social distance (B= -.30; p= .32). 
Being an officer or captain of a club or sports team besides FFA decreased social distance 
(B= -.08; p= .80). International travel decreased social distance (B= -.49; p=.10). Parental 
income increased social distance (B= .16; p= .61). Home residency was the final 
demographic in regards to MSP 4 to decrease social distance (B= .11; p=.72). Parental 
education increased social distance (B= .26; p= .38). Finally race increased social 
distance (B= .09; p= .74). From this information it can be determined that the student 
who would be most likely to distance themselves from MSP 4 at the third degree of 
closeness would be an FFA officer, is a captain or an officer of a club or sport besides 
FFA, has not traveled to another country, lower parental education levels, lower 
perceived parental income, rural, and white. 
 
Table 4.22:  
Linear Regression Analysis for Social Distance Towards Mock Student 4 Profile by 
Degree of Closeness #3 
Demographic 𝛽 p 
Are you an officer in your FFA chapter? -.30 .32 
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Table 4.22 (Continued) 
Are you an officer or captain of a club or 
sports team besides FFA? 
 
-.08 
 
.80 
Have you ever traveled to another country? -.49 .10 
What is your parent’s education level? .26 .38 
In your opinion how much did your parents 
make in the last year? 
.16 .61 
What best describes the area you live in? .11 .72 
What is your race?  .09 .74 
* p £ .05 
MSP 4 is athletic / no farm background, White, and gay 
Degree of Closeness #3 is I would accept this student as a student enrolled in my Ag 
class 
a : being an officer = 5; not an officer = 6 
b : Officer or captain of a club or sports team besides FFA = 5; Not an officer = 6 
c : Traveled to another country = 5; has not traveled to another country = 6 
d : Some high school, no diploma = 2; high school graduate, diploma= 3; technical or 
Associate’s Degree = 5; Bachelor’s Degree = 9; Master’s or Professional Degree = 10 
e : Less than $25,000 = 1; $25,000-34,999 = 2; $35,000-49,999= 3; $50,000-74,999= 4; 
$75,000-99,999 = 5; $100,000-149,000= 6; $150,000+ = 7 
f : Rural = 1; Suburban = 2; Urban = 3 
g : African American= 2; White American = 3; Alaska Native= 4; Asian American= 5; 
Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islanders= 6; Biracial = 7 
Based upon Mock Student Profile 5 (View table 4.23) lack of a breaking point a 
regression wasn’t analyzed. Based upon Mock Student Profile 6’s breaking point the fifth 
degree of closeness will be used, which is I would accept as our FFA chapter president. 
Being an officer in an FFA chapter increases social distance (B= .03; p= .87). 
International travel increases social distance (B= .04; p= .84).  Home residency acted as 
the final demographic variable that increased social distance in regards to MSP 6 (B= .11; 
p=.54). Being an officer or captain of a club our sports team besides FFA decreases social 
distance (B= -.01; p= .98). Parental income decreased social distance (B= -.13; p= .45). 
Parental education increased social distance (B= .-.12; p= .49). Finally, race increased 
social distance (B= -.10; p= .56). From this information it can be determined that the 
student who would be the most likely to distance themselves from MSP 6 at the fifth 
degree of closeness would be not an FFA officer, is a captain or an officer of a club of 
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sports team besides FFA, has traveled to another country, higher levels of parental 
education, higher perceived parental income, rural, not White. 
 
Table 4.23:  
Results of the Multiple Linear Regression Analysis for Social Distance Towards Mock 
S.         student 6 Profile by Degree of Closeness #5 
Demographic 																𝛽 p 
Are you an officer in your FFA chapter? .03 .87 
Are you an officer or captain of a club or 
sports   team besides FFA? 
-.01 .98 
Have you ever traveled to another country? .04 .84 
What is your parent’s education level? -.12 .49 
In your opinion how much did your parents 
make    in the last year? 
-.13 .45 
What best describes the area you live in? .11 .54 
What is your race?  -.10                 .56 
   
* p £ .05 
MSP 6 is athletic / no farm background, Black, and straight 
Degree of Closeness #5 is I would accept this student as our FFA chapter president 
a : being an officer = 5; not an officer = 6 
b : Officer or captain of a club or sports team besides FFA = 5; Not an officer = 6 
c : Traveled to another country = 5; has not traveled to another country = 6 
d : Some high school, no diploma = 2; high school graduate, diploma= 3; technical or 
Associate’s Degree = 5; Bachelor’s Degree = 9; Master’s or Professional Degree = 10 
e : Less than $25,000 = 1; $25,000-34,999 = 2; $35,000-49,999= 3; $50,000-74,999= 4; 
$75,000-99,999 = 5; $100,000-149,000= 6; $150,000+ = 7 
f : Rural = 1; Suburban = 2; Urban = 3 
g : African American= 2; White American = 3; Alaska Native= 4; Asian American= 5; 
Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islanders= 6; Biracial = 7 
Based upon Mock Student Profile 7’s (View table 4.24 continued) breaking point 
the fifth degree of closeness will be used, which is I would accept as out FFA chapter 
president. Being an officer or captain in a club or sports team besides FFA decreased 
social distance (B= -.04; p= .86). International travel increased social distance (B= -.05; 
p= .83). Race also decreased social distance (B= -.24; p=.31). Parental income increased 
social distance (B= .05; p= .85). Being an officer in an FFA chapter increased social 
distance (B= .85; p= .00. Parental education increased social distance (B= .02; p= .92). 
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Home residency increased social distance (B= .12; p= .62). From this information it can 
be determined that the student who would be the most likely to distance themselves from 
MSP 7 at the fifth degree of closeness would be not an FFA officer, is a captain or an 
officer of a club or sports besides FFA, has not traveled to another country, lower levels 
of parental education, lower perceived parental education, rural, and not White. 
 
Table 4.24: 
Multiple Linear Regression Analysis for Social Distance Towards Mock Student 
Profile 7 by Degree of Closeness #5 
Demographic 𝛽 p 
Are you an officer in your FFA chapter?a .85 .00* 
Are you an officer or captain of a club or 
sports team besides FFA?b 
-.04 .86 
Have you ever traveled to another country?c -.05 .83 
What is your parent’s education level?d .02 .92 
In your opinion how much did your parentse 
make in the last year? 
.05 .85 
What best describes the area you live in?f .12 .62 
What is your race?g       -.24                    .31 
* p £ .05 
MSP 7 is farm background, Black, and gay 
Degree of Closeness #5 is I would accept this student as our FFA chapter president 
a : being an officer = 5; not an officer = 6 
b : Officer or captain of a club or sports team besides FFA = 5; Not an officer = 6 
c : Traveled to another country = 5; has not traveled to another country = 6 
d : Some high school, no diploma = 2; high school graduate, diploma= 3; technical or 
Associate’s Degree = 5; Bachelor’s Degree = 9; Master’s or Professional Degree = 10 
e : Less than $25,000 = 1; $25,000-34,999 = 2; $35,000-49,999= 3; $50,000-74,999= 4; 
$75,000-99,999 = 5; $100,000-149,000= 6; $150,000+ = 7 
f : Rural = 1; Suburban = 2; Urban = 3 
g : African American= 2; White American = 3; Alaska Native= 4; Asian American= 5; 
Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islanders= 6; Biracial = 7 
 
 Based upon Mock Student Profile 8’s (View table 4.25 continued) breaking point 
the second degree of closeness will be used, which is I would accept as a student enrolled 
in my Ag class. Being an officer in an FFA chapter decreased social distance in regards 
to MSP 8 (B= -.95; p= .01). International travel decreased social distance (B= -.16; p= 
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.66). Being an officer or captain of a club or sports team besides FFA increased social 
distance (B= .07; p= .85). Parental income decreased social distance (B= .88; p= .02). 
Home residency also decreased social distance (B= .99; p= .01). Parental education level 
increased social distance (B= .058; p= .625). Finally, race also increased social distance 
(B= .45; p= .23). From this information we can determine that the students who would be 
most likely to distance themselves from MSP 8 at the second degree of closeness would 
be an FFA officer, is not a captain or an officer of a club or sport besides FFA, has not 
traveled to another country, lower levels of parental education level, lower perceived 
parental income, rural, and not White. 
 
Table 4.25:  
Linear Regression Analysis for Social Distance Towards Mock Student 8 Profile by 
Degree of Closeness #2 
Characteristic 𝛽 p 
Are you an officer in your FFA chapter? -.95 .01* 
Are you an officer or captain of a club or 
sports team besides FFA? 
.07 .85 
Have you ever traveled to another country? -.16 .66 
What is your parent’s education level? .45 23 
In your opinion how much did your parents 
make in the last year? 
.88 .02* 
What best describes the area you live in? .99 .01* 
What is your race?                                                    -.44           .24 
* p £ .05 
MSP 8 is athletic / no farm background, Black, and gay 
Degree of Closeness #2 is I would accept this student as a student enrolled in my Ag 
class 
a : being an officer = 5; not an officer = 6 
b : Officer or captain of a club or sports team besides FFA = 5; Not an officer = 6 
c : Traveled to another country = 5; has not traveled to another country = 6 
d : Some high school, no diploma = 2; high school graduate, diploma= 3; technical or 
Associate’s Degree = 5; Bachelor’s Degree = 9; Master’s or Professional Degree = 10 
e : Less than $25,000 = 1; $25,000-34,999 = 2; $35,000-49,999= 3; $50,000-74,999= 4; 
$75,000-99,999 = 5; $100,000-149,000= 6; $150,000+ = 7 
f : Rural = 1; Suburban = 2; Urban = 3 
g : African American= 2; White American = 3; Alaska Native= 4; Asian American= 5; 
Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islanders= 6; Biracial = 7 
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Research Objective 6: Describe the relationship of perceived measurement of 
homophily by student profile 8 and student characteristics. 
To determine the relationship of perceived homophily and student characteristics 
a bivariate correlation was run on Mock Student Profile 8 (View table 4.26 continued). 
MSP 8 received the most divisive results on the homophily scales. Therefore, a bivariate 
correlation was run to determine what student characteristics impacted those responses. 
Mock Student Profile 8 only found three statistically significant correlations. The 
homophily scale of being different from me / similar to me received negligible, positive 
correlation effect in relation to race (r= .09), being an officer or captain of a sports team 
or club besides FFA (r= .01), and parental income (r = .00). The homophily scale of 
being different from me / similar to me received negligible, negative correlation effect in 
conjunction with  urban, suburban, or rural home residency type (r= -.07) and being an 
FFA officer (r= -.05). The homophily scale of being different from me / similar to me 
received a small, negative correlation effect in relation to parental education level (r= -
.20) and having traveled to another country (r= -.12). The homophily scale of being 
different from me / similar to me received small, positive correlation effect in conjunction 
with  religion (r= .17). 
In regards to the second homophily scale, doesn’t behave like me / behaves like 
me, none of the correlations were found to be significant. A negligible, positive 
correlation was found between homophily scale two and religion (r = .03) as well as 
urban, suburban, or rural home residency type (r= .03). A small, negative correlation 
effect was found between homophily scale two and having traveled to another country 
(r= -.19), as well as being an FFA officer (r= -.12), and parental education level (r= -.12). 
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A small, positive correlation was found between homophily scale two and parental 
income (r= .12), being an officer or captain of a sport of club besides FFA (r= .11), and 
race (r= .10). 
The third homophily scale, is from a different social class / is from the same 
social class, received one statistically significant correlation. A negligible, negative 
correlation effect was found between homophily scale two and being an FFA officer (r= -
.07). A negligible, positive correlation effect was found between homophily scale three 
ad being an officer or captain of a sport or club besides FFA (r= .08) and urban, 
suburban, or rural home residence type (r= .02). A small, negative correlation effect 
resulted from the homophily scale three and having traveled to another country (r= -.06),  
parental education level (r= -.12), and parental income (r= -.11). A small, positive 
correlation effect was found between homophily scale three and religion (r= .25), as well 
as the third homophily scale and race (r= .11). 
The fourth homophily scale, culturally different / culturally similar, statistically 
significant correlation. A negligible, negative correlation effect was found between the 
fourth homophily scale in relation to religion (r= -.09), parental income (r= -.09), race 
(r= -.06), being an officer or captain of a sport or club besides FFA (r= -.06). A 
negligible, positive correlation effect was found between the fourth homophily scale and 
being an FFA officer (r= .01) as well as parental education level (r= .01). A small, 
negative correlation effect was found between homophily scale four and urban, suburban, 
or rural home residence type (r= -.20). Finally, a small, positive correlation effect was 
found between homophily scale four and having traveled to another country (r= .28). 
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The fifth homophily scale, culturally different from me / does think like me, 
received one statistically significant correlation. A negligible, negative correlation was 
found between the fifth homophily scale and parental income (r= -.06). A negligible, 
positive correlation effect was found between homophily scale five and parental 
education level (r= .02). A small, negative correlation effect resulted from the pairing of 
homophily scale five and having traveled to another country (r= -.11). A small, positive 
correlation effect was found between the fifth homophily scale and urban, suburban, or 
rural home residence type (r= .27), religion (r= .19), being an FFA officer (r= .18), race 
(r= .14), and being an officer or captain in a sport or club besides FFA (r= .12). 
The sixth and final homophily scale, does not have an economic situation like 
mine / has an economic situation like mine, did not receive any statistically significant 
correlations. A negligible , negative correlation effect resulted from the relationship 
between the sixth homophily scale and religion (r= -.07) as well as being an officer or 
captain of a sport of club besides FFA (r= -.00). A negligible, positive correlation effect 
was found between the sixth homophily scale and being an FFA Officer (r= .04), parental 
education level (r=.04), and urban, suburban, and rural home type residence (r=.01). A 
small, positive correlation effect was found between the sixth homophily scale and race 
(r=.14), having traveled to another country (r= .12), and parental income (r= .12). While 
the 8th Mock Student Profile was analyzed for discussion purposes based upon the 
noteworthy difference between MSP 8 and the participant demographics norm, bivariate 
correlations for Mock Student Profiles 1-7 can be found in Appendix F. 
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Figure 4.26 
Bivariate Correlation for Homophily Scales and Demography for MSP 8 – MSP 8 
is athletic / no farm background, Black, and gay 
 FFA 
Offi-
cer 
Sport 
or 
club  
Travel 
Abroad 
Parent 
Educat
-ion  
Reli-
gion 
Parental 
Income 
Urban, 
Suburb, 
Rural 
Race 
Different 
from me/ 
Similar to 
me 
 
-.05 .01 -.12 -.20 .17 .00 -.07 .09 
Doesn’t 
behave like 
me/ 
Behaves 
like me 
 
-.12 .11 -.19 -.12 .03 .12 .03 .10 
Different 
social class/ 
Same social 
class 
 
-.07 .08 -.16 -.12 .25* -.11 .02 .11 
Culturally 
different/ 
Culturally 
similar 
 
.01 -.06 .28* .01 -.09 -.09 -.20 -.06 
Does not 
think like 
me/ 
Thinks like 
me 
 
.18 .12 -.11 .02 .19 -.06 .27* .14 
Does not 
have an 
economic 
situation 
like mine/ 
Has an 
economic 
situation 
like mine 
.04 -.00 .13 .04 -.07 .12 .01 .14 
* p £ .05 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to evaluate how willing Kentucky, secondary 
agriculture students are to be inclusive of other students based on the variables of race 
(African-American or Caucasian), sexuality (Heterosexual or Homosexual), and clique 
(Non-Farm Background, but Athletic and Traditional Farm Background) and to 
determine whether homophily was occurring within Kentucky, secondary agriculture 
classrooms. 
Research Objectives 
The following research objectives and corresponding hypotheses were developed to be 
the focus of this study: 
RO1: Describe the student population of Kentucky secondary agricultural education 
seniors. 
RO2: Describe the perceived depth of inclusion by each social distance scale of the 8 
student profiles 
RO3: Describe the perceived identity of homophily by student profiles 
RO4: Determine the rank of acceptance by student profiles based upon Social 
Distance Scale means. 
RO5: Determine the relationship of demographic variables to the identified breaking 
point from each student profile. 
RO6: Describe the relationship of perceived measurement of homophily by student 
profiles and student characteristics. 
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Research Design 
This will be a quantitative study that was designed to be descriptive and 
correlational. A descriptive designed study is used to describe the current situation of the 
problem (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). Correlational research is used to explore the 
relationship between two or more variables (Houghton, Mifflin, & Harcout, 2014). In this 
study, the researcher examined homophily scales and explored how variables of race, 
sexuality, and clique impacted a student's inclusion into a secondary agriculture 
classroom in Kentucky. 
The dependent variables investigated was the enrollment of secondary agriculture 
classrooms in the state of Kentucky. The independent variables were the Homophily 
Scales and the Social Distance Scales. Homophily scales refer to the similarity or 
differences between the survey taker and a mock identity. In this case, the mock identities 
were student profiles based upon the three variables of race, sexuality, and social cliques. 
Social distance scales refer to Bogardus social distance scales, which are a psychological 
testing scale to empirically measure people's willingness to participate in social contacts 
for varying degrees of closeness with members of diverse social groups (Wark & 
Gilliher, 2007)). One main concept of Social Distance Scales that was used within this 
study was the concept that an individual would “go just so far” in letting a person of 
another group near him or her, but would go no further, otherwise known as a breaking 
point (Newcomb, Turner, & Converse, 1965). The breaking point can be calculated by 
having a participant evaluate how close they would let a hypothetical person near him or 
her on varying degrees of closeness. The researcher will be referencing students enrolled 
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in secondary agriculture classes throughout Kentucky and their willingness to include 
students of diverse groups in varying degrees of closeness i.e. allowing a student of a 
diverse group into their school versus sharing a room with the student on an FFA trip. 
Population and Sample 
The population consisted of students enrolled in a secondary agriculture class in 
the state of Kentucky during the fall semester of 2017 (N = 14,695). Of the 14,695, 2766 
are classified as seniors. A recruitment letter was sent out to all 140 of Kentucky’s 
secondary agriculture programs, requesting their participation in identifying students who 
meet the qualifications, provide each with the link to the anonymous survey; and 
designate time to complete. The list of agricultural educators was reached via the state 
email listserv. A sample of 417 students agreed to participate in the study. Based off of 
Krejcie and Morgan’s table for determining sample size for research activities, the 
population of 2,766 members of FFA that are classified as seniors, the sample size would 
need to be at least 338 participants (Krejcie & Morgan, 1970). Convenient sampling was 
utilized in this exploratory study. Researchers generally want to obtain an overall 
estimation through inexpensive means (Jackson, 2011; StatPac, 2014). In order to 
maximize response rate, teachers were provided weekly email reminders for the duration 
of project’s data collection.  
Data Collection 
The researcher prepared for data collection by creating a recruitment letter to 
distribute to agricultural educators. The recruitment letter was sent via email listserv to 
the 140 agricultural educators in Kentucky via a professor of agricultural education at the 
University of Kentucky to explain which students were eligible for the survey. Kentucky 
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agricultural educators served as a moderator between the researcher and participants. The 
researcher chose the agricultural educators to administer the link to the anonymous 
survey to all eligible students to increase response rate and minimize non-response error. 
After the questionnaires were initially disturbed, teachers were sent reminder emails once 
a week for the four-week duration the survey was open.  
The first step of the data collection process was requiring students to read the 
consent form explaining the anonymity of the survey, the researcher’s and IRB’s contact 
information, and a description of the project. If students consented they would then be 
moved into the first section of the survey instrument. If students did not consent they 
were directed to a message them thanking them for their time and would not allow any 
further progression into the survey. After the closure of the survey, all answers were kept 
on a secure, password protected online statistical analysis website.  
Limitations for the Conclusions 
The study was limited to the population of Kentucky high school seniors enrolled 
in FFA. Therefore, the conclusions and recommendations can be only truly be made for 
Kentucky’s secondary agriculture education classrooms. The study was also limited by 
the response. If this study is repeated, it is recommended to expand the research to a 
nationwide sample.  
The limitation of requiring agriculture educators to pass on access to the 
instrument to students who met the study requirements should also be addressed. When 
teachers were sent the recruitment letter explaining the study and who would be eligible, 
a pdf copy of the entire instrument was also included. One limitation of the study is that 
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the researcher cannot account for how many teachers felt uncomfortable with the topic 
and therefore did not pass it forward to students.  
 Despite these limitations, generalized casual inferences can be made. Generalized 
causal inference requires detecting construct labels for persons, settings, treatments, and 
outcomes and discovering the extent to which a causal relationship generalized over 
variations in persons, settings, treatments, and outcomes (Cook, Campbell, & Shadish, 
2002). One of Cook, Campbell & Shadish’s examples include generalizing from cancer 
studies to individual patient decision making. They pose the scenario of a man who is 
diagnosed with prostate cancer making the decision whether or not to have surgery. 
Knowing the generalization that 80% of men who have the surgery will survive at least 
15 years without developing metastases helps him. However, he can get more specific 
information by looking at the outcomes of men whose characteristics are most similar to 
his (Cook, Campbell, & Shadish, 2002). So, while there may be limitations in place due 
to the persons and settings of the study, generalized casual inferences may be made to 
other samples that have the principal of surface similarity e.g. judging the apparent 
similarities between the people the researcher has studied and the targets of 
generalization.  
While using generalized casual inferences it is also important to rule out 
irrelevancies that do not change a generalization. Cook, Campbell, & Shadish explain the 
principle of ruling out irrelevancies by explaining that size is irrelevant to membership in 
the animal category of bird (Cook, Campbell, & Shadish, 353). Within this research age 
may be irrelevant to generalizations. Piaget’s theory of cognitive development explains 
that from ages 11/12 through adulthood formal operational thinking abilities and 
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cognitive maturity is being gained (Piaget, 1952). Therefore, the seniors who took part in 
the study are more likely to possess cognitive maturity then their underclassmen 
counterparts. If seniors are the most cognitively mature, they should provide the most 
statistically significant responses regarding abstract questions. It is also important to 
make discriminations that limit generalizations. Following the bird example, one must 
discriminate that if an animal with both feathers and wings falls into the category of 
birds, but all other animals fall outside of that category (Cook, Campbell, Shadish, 354). 
Discrimination must be used to determine that generalizations from this research should 
not be made towards targets outside of students enrolled in secondary agriculture 
education courses.  
Not only can generalized inferences be made, but the general concepts proposed 
by the instrument and findings can be used as a heuristic tool to aid in analysis of the 
issue at hand. While the instrument being used may not be perfect, it can be used to aid in 
the process of finding satisfactory solutions and create the initial path for future research 
to build upon. 
Summary of Research Findings with Conclusions, Recommendations and 
Implications 
Research Objective 1: Describe the student population. 
 The majority of the participants reported that they were not an officer in their FFA 
chapter (f = 297; 83.9%), not an officer or captain of a club or sports team besides FFA (f 
= 263; 74.5%), and have never traveled to another country (f = 284; 80.2%). The majority 
of participants also reported that their parents education level was a high school diploma 
or the equivalent (f = 156; 44.2%), their favorite genre of music was country music (f = 
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193; 57.9%), their religion is Christian (f = 295; 83.6%), believed their parents made 
between $50,000 - $74,999 (f = 78; 19.5%), had 4 people living in their household (f = 
112; 28.1%), live in rural areas (f = 258; 64.7%), and finally consider themselves to be 
White Americans (f = 318; 90.1%). The 2016 Census found that 76.9% of the United 
States identify as White alone and 88.0% of Kentucky identifies as White alone.  The 
median household income for Kentucky is $44,811. The census also found that the 
average number of people in a household is 2.49. 84.6% of Kentucky residents above the 
age of 25 held a high school diploma of higher and 22.7& held a Bachelor’s degree of 
higher (Zealand, 2016). 
Research Objective 2: Describe the depth of inclusion by each social distance 
scale of the 8 student profiles 
 When referring back to Tables 3.1-3.8, we can conclude there is a shift in the 
breaking points dependent on the degree of closeness and the Mock Student Profile. As 
participants evaluated degrees of closeness that required more personal interaction with 
the Mock Student Profile, we see a decline in strongly agrees the closer the interaction 
becomes. This decline in strongly agrees also continues dependent on how different the 
Mock Student Profile is from the majority of participant demographics, with Mock 
Student Profile 8 having the least amount of strongly agrees. The anomaly in this finding 
is that we do not necessarily see an increase in strongly disagree. This may be explained 
by “silent racism” or the negative thoughts and attitudes regarding minorities on the part 
of White people who consider themselves “not racist” (Trepagnier, 2001). Participants 
may feel that selecting strongly disagree to the statement they would accept this student 
as a member of their FFA chapter, is overtly prejudiced, so they select closer to neutral to 
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satisfy the desire to not appear racist, just as “color-blindness allows White Americans to 
believe they are racially tolerant (Gallagher, 2003). Modern prejudice has been found to 
be more covert and is displayed in more ambiguous forms that can be more difficult to 
acknowledge (Sue, Capodilupo, Torino, Bucceri, Holder, Nadal, & Esquilin, 2007). To 
determine the breaking point of inclusion for the social distance scales, the amount of 
missing responses was calculated. This approach was utilized because according to the 
results of Tourangeau and Yan’s study (2007) respondents are less likely to answer 
questions that are sensitive and make them uncomfortable. Despite maintaining complete 
participant anonymity, the researchers based the breaking point calculations off 
Tourangeau and Yan’s results that as questions become more sensitive nonresponse rates 
increase and when a nonresponse rate of 3% occurs the questions may be at risk of 
misreporting. Therefore, the research team calculated the breaking point for each mock 
profile when the nonresponse received above 3%.  
Research Objective 3: Describe the depth of each homophily scale by student 
profile 
 When referring to Table 4.1-4.8, we are able to better understand participants’ 
views of the Mock Student Profiles. While the Social Distance Scales allowed 
participants to select on a sliding scale how much they agreed with the degree of 
closeness statement, the Homophily scales were opposite. The homophily scales required 
participants to choose between two statements, potentially letting us see a clearer picture. 
Just as in Research Objective 2, the homophily scales were depend on the Mock Student 
Profile.  The more similar the MSP was to the majority demographics, the more 
frequently they were selected as like me. Mock Student Profile 8, one of the MSPs that 
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differed in characteristics from the majority of participants, received more is different 
from me, is from a different social class, is culturally different, does not think like me, 
doesn’t behave like me, and does not have an economic situation like mine, despite the 
Mock Student Profile not including any characteristics outside of race, sexuality, and 
social clique. This show us that participants assumed based off the three minimal 
variables they were provided about the rest of the Mock Student’s characteristics such as 
economic situation and how they behave. This may be able to be classified as a 
microaggression or a subtle, automatic, non-verbal put downs (Pierce, Carew, Pierce-
Gonzales, & Willis, 1978). 
Research Objective 4: Determine the breaking point of each student profile. 
 Tables 5 shows us the average social distance to portray what degree of closeness 
is the breaking point. From this we can see that as the degree of closeness required more 
interaction participants felt more uncomfortable when the MSP was different from them. 
 Table 6 shows us the average ranking for each Mock Student Profile and the 
ranking that correlates with us. The ranking shows blatantly shows us that all Mock 
Student profiles labeled gay were in the bottom four. We also notice that those profiles 
labeled as gay, but also with farm background were higher than the profiles labeled gay 
and not from a farm background.  
 One concept that stands out from research objective four is the transparent dislike 
of mock student profiles labeled as gay. This starts a conversation regarding how this 
impacts the identity of gay members within our classrooms and chapters. Do students 
feels as if they must hide their true identity to fit into the culture that is agricultural 
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education and FFA? Do students feel like anyone represents them within the 
organization? 
Research Objective 5: Determine which demographic variables increase 
social distance. 
Tables 7.1 – 7.8 show how demographics impacted participants answers. From 
this we can better understand, while this will be unique to the students sampled through 
this project, the areas that can be influenced to better foster inclusion in the secondary 
agriculture classroom. This knowledge should be used when creating classroom-based 
interventions to decrease in-group mentality and homophily. 
Research Objective 6: Describe the relationship of perceived measurement of 
homophily by student profiles and student characteristics. 
The three characteristics that were found to be significant and were also the closest to 
be on the small / medium correlation effect line were having traveled to another country, 
parental income, and urban, suburban, or rural home type residence.  
Discussion and Implications  
Homophily 
 Based upon the results of research objective one we can determine that 
multiple forms of homophily are occurring within Kentucky’s secondary agriculture 
education courses. The demographics of race, religion, international travel experience, 
and type of home residence (Urban, Suburban, or Rural) were all homophilous with one 
option receiving the majority vote. Parental income results were evenly split between the 
options, creating heterophily. Results of parental education were split with one 
demographic variable being more prominent then the rest, but still not reaching a 
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majority. These results indicate the areas agricultural education should address. Results 
from the homophily scales also demonstrate to what extent homophily is occurring and 
who is being affected in the secondary agriculture classroom. Based upon the stark results 
from the homophily scales we can tell that there are types of students who will be found 
in Kentucky secondary agricultural education classroom and types that will not be found 
there.  
Social Identity Theory & In-group Mentality 
 Based upon the homophilous demographics and the homophily scale 
results, in-group mentality may be occurring. Participants were more likely to include 
Mock Student Profiles that matched the majority responses of the demographics. Mock 
Student Profile 8 received data that 87.7% of participants believed MSP 8 did not behave 
like them despite only knowing the profile’s race, sexuality, and social group. This 
combined with the breaking point of MSP 8 after I would accept this student as a member 
of my school and before I would accept this student as a student enrolled in my Ag class 
and that in-group mentality is in affect to exclude people who don’t look like the majority 
of students who are currently enrolled in secondary agricultural education and the FFA 
organization. 
Recommendations for Future Research & Practice 
Homophily 
While the results showed that homophily is occurring within Kentucky’s 
secondary agriculture education, but we don’t know why or how the forms of homophily 
are occurring. Future research should entail investigation of the formation and influence 
each example of homophily. Researchers should examine where the forms of homophily 
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are starting by determining if it is an effect of school district gerrymandering, isomorphic 
sources, or if it is beginning within the school environment.  
Social Identity Theory 
 Future research should examine the importance of agricultural education / the 
FFA organization to students’ own self-image. Furthermore, research should examine to 
what extent members of agricultural education / the FFA organization boost the 
significance of the group  
Social identity theory says people do not have one personal sense of identity, 
rather multiple identities based on group memberships. They also say that these salient 
groups provide a feeling of belonging. In efforts to increase self-image, people boost the 
significance of the group they belong to, otherwise known as in-group mentality. The 
research team also found that intergroup discrimination would occur in attempt to boost 
group importance. Finally, as research on homophily and inclusion continues, 
assessments of educational interventions as they are created will be needed.  
Inclusion & Diversity 
Future research should build upon this study by adding a qualitative piece to it. 
Student interviews should be utilized to better understand why participants answered the 
way they did. Understanding why participants believed certain Mock Student Profiles had 
different behaviors or came from differing economic backgrounds, despite that 
information not being provided, would provide an essential understanding of how 
students enrolled in agriculture courses and FFA see and respond to people that might not 
look like them. Qualitative research would also allow research teams to determine how 
students interpret cultural differences, which would allow researchers to develop 
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classroom based interventions created uniquely for FFA and secondary agriculture 
classrooms.  
 Recommendations for Kentucky Agriculture Teachers 
 The researcher believes that three recommendations should be implemented by 
Kentucky agriculture teachers from these findings; providing interventions within 
agriculture education classrooms to prevent homophily and in-group mentality from 
occurring, provide multicultural education within the secondary agriculture classroom, 
and purposefully recruit students to bring diverse experiences and backgrounds into the 
secondary agriculture classroom. Providing interventions within agriculture education 
will prevent homophily and in-group mentality from occurring in the classroom by 
compelling communication across those characteristics that homophily frequently forms 
around i.e. race, religion, home neighborhood, etc. As a result, students are not excluded 
based upon demographic characteristics. The intervention should also strive to create a 
collective, inclusive atmosphere, where diverse backgrounds are respected. Interventions 
can be as simple as using inclusive teaching methods or as complex as using multicultural 
education curriculum within the classroom. Research by Google found the most 
important factor of contributing to innovation by teams was “psychological safety” or the 
sense of confidence that a member’s contributions will be valued and not embarrassed or 
rejected (Duhigg, 2016). Designing classroom procedures that promote crossing the 
homophilous lines and ensures student respect and empathy can be as simple as being 
cognizant when grouping students and fostering relationships across social groups. 
Another intervention and suggestion for Kentucky agriculture teachers is providing 
multicultural education within the secondary agriculture classroom and building students’ 
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global competence. Multicultural education should provide students with an 
understanding of how to respect others that may be different from them. Preplanned 
lessons are available for modifications like “Claim It”, a lesson plan created by Race 
Bridges for Schools that reveals the differences that exists between students despite a 
homogeneous surface. If funding is available, well organized international agriculture 
experiences maybe provide students will reflective opportunities to see how cultures 
differ from theirs in a positive manner. Finally, and potentially the most important is 
recruiting students who will bring diversity and a wide array of experiences with them to 
the agriculture classroom. This will help provide a classroom intervention and 
multicultural education to students, if the classroom atmosphere is inclusive 
 Recommendations for Kentucky FFA State Staff 
 Hurd, Zimmerman, and Zue (2009) found that exposure to a positive role model 
had a protective effect on adolescents. It is recommended that Kentucky state staff 
provide training to organization leaders like FFA state officers in regards to in-group 
mentality and the result of ostracizing unalike students it creates. By providing an 
understanding of the effects of homophily and in-group mentality to organizational 
leaders, we provide role models that all students can look up to and create a more 
inclusive atmosphere in the organization. It is also recommended to Kentucky State Staff 
to be cognizant of finding leaders that represent all members of the FFA.  
 Recommendations for Kentucky Teacher Educators 
 It is recommended that Kentucky Teacher Educator Program incorporate one 
aspect of the art of teaching, inclusion, into every agricultural education course. The 
focus point of this study is not something that can be taught in a one semester course and 
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even less so in a single day. Only empathy, mindfulness, and a constant, conscious effort 
to be the change in our profession will allow us to move forward and help every student 
find a place in the agriculture classroom. While we as a profession frequently stress the 
need for agriculture education to be a mandatory course in every high school, we don’t 
always highlight the need that every student must first feel welcome and that they deserve 
to have a place in our classrooms. It is recommended that agricultural education programs 
make a conscious effort to help their students become experts in inclusion and develop 
cultural intelligence over the entirety of the program. 
The recommendations included in this final chapter are not the all-inclusive just 
as much as they are not an absolute solution to the issue at hand in our profession. Much 
future research is needed to continue to push agricultural education towards a brighter 
tomorrow. With that being said, the author hopes this work plays a small piece in 
fostering a discussion on developing everyone’s role in creating an inclusive environment 
free from in-group mentality and homophilous social groups within our vocation and 
organization. 
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Evaluation of Homophily and Inclusion within the Secondary Agriculture Classroom Using Social Distance 
Scales 
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stamp unless special waiver has been obtained from the IRB.]  Prior to the end of this period, you will be sent a Continuation 
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reviewed and approved for the next period.   
 
In implementing the research activities, you are responsible for complying with IRB decisions, conditions and requirements.  The 
research procedures should be implemented as approved in the IRB protocol.  It is the principal investigators responsibility to 
ensure any changes planned for the research are submitted for review and approval by the IRB prior to implementation.  Protocol 
changes made without prior IRB approval to eliminate apparent hazards to the subject(s) should be reported in writing 
immediately to the IRB.  Furthermore, discontinuing a study or completion of a study is considered a change in the protocol’s 
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Form C: 
Include in IRB Application to 
Waive Requirement for Documentation of Informed Consent 
 
 
If you are requesting IRB approval for waiver of the requirement for documentation of informed 
consent (i.e. telephone survey or mailed survey, internet research, or certain international 
research), your research activities must fit into one of two regulatory options: 
1) The only record linking the participant and the research would be the consent document, 
and the principal risk would be potential harm resulting from a breach of confidentiality 
(i.e., a study that involves participants who use illegal drugs). 
2) The research presents no more than minimal risk to the participant and involves no 
procedures for which written consent is normally required outside of the research context 
(i.e. a cover letter on a survey, or a phone script). 
Check the box next to the option below that best fits your study, and explain in the space 
provided how your study meets the criteria for the selected regulatory option.  
 
Note:  The IRB cannot waive the requirement for documentation or alter the consent form for 
FDA-regulated research unless it meets Option #2 below.  FDA does not accept Option #1. 
Note:  Even if a waiver of the requirement for documentation is approved by the IRB, participants 
must still be provided oral or written (e.g., cover letter) information including all required and 
appropriate elements of consent. 
 
o Option 1  
 a) The only record linking the participant and the research would be the consent document. 
  
 
 
b) The principal risk would be potential harm resulting from a breach of confidentiality (i.e., a study that 
involves participants who use illegal drugs). 
  
 
 
Under these conditions, each participant must be asked whether (s)he wants to sign a consent form; if the 
participant agrees to sign a consent form, only an IRB approved version should be used. 
 
 
 
X Option 2 
 a) The research presents no more than minimal risk to the participant. 
 The survey is completely anonymous and presents no more than minimal risk.  
 
 
b)  The research involves no procedures for which written consent is normally required outside of the 
research context (i.e. a cover letter on a survey, or a phone script). 
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APPENDIX C: 
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APPENDIX D: 
HOMOPHILY AND INCLUSION IN KENTUCKY SECONDARY 
AGRICULTURE CLASSROMS QUESTIONAIRE AND CONSENT FORM 
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Survey 3 
 
Survey Flow 
Block: Consent Form (1 Question) 
Branch: New Branch 
If 
If CONSENT FORM  Evaluation of Homophily and Inclusion within the 
Secondary Agriculture Classroom In... I Consent Is Selected 
Block: Social Distance Scales (8 Questions) 
Block: Homophily Scales (8 Questions) 
Block: Demographics (10 Questions) 
Page Break  
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Start of Block: Consent Form 
 
Q1 CONSENT FORM Evaluation of Homophily and Inclusion within the 
Secondary Agriculture Classroom Invitation - You are being invited to take part in a 
study about homophily, the tendency of individuals to associate and bond with similar 
others, and inclusion in the secondary agriculture classroom. You were selected to 
participate because you are a senior in the agriculture education program at your local 
high school. If you consent to volunteer, you will be one of about 5,000 other participants 
in the study. Ms. Ashley Leer, a student at UK, and Dr. Stacy Vincent at the University of 
Kentucky are directing the study. Purpose – This study is to evaluate homophily and 
inclusion within secondary agriculture classrooms around the state of Kentucky. Ms. Leer 
and Dr. Vincent do need your permission to collect the data such as a survey online that 
you will complete, for evaluation purposes. What You Are Asked To Do - If you agree 
to be in the study, you will be asked to take part in a one-time survey that will last 
approximately 15 minutes. If you are in agricultural education classes and a member of 
the FFA we would like to know how you feel about including students from different 
social groups, races, and sexuality within your high school’s agriculture education 
program. Why You Should or Should Not Participate -  You should NOT consent to 
take part in this study if you don’t want Ms. Leer or Dr. Vincent to use your answers to 
evaluate homophily and inclusion in the secondary agriculture classroom. You should 
also NOT participate if you are not 18 years of age. By clicking the assent button and 
continuing into the survey you give Ms. Leer and Dr. Vincent permission to collect your 
answers to the survey. If you consent to take part in this study, it should be because you 
want to volunteer, a member of an agricultural education program, and a member of the 
FFA.  You will not lose any benefits or rights you would normally have if you choose not 
to volunteer. If you do not wish to participate, you may do so by clicking the I do not 
wish to participate option. You may also discontinue your participation at any time, but 
simply exciting the survey. Confidentiality – If you agree to participate your responses 
will be pooled with the responses of about 5,000 other students in agricultural education 
classes across the state of Kentucky. The answers to the questions and the scores will be 
completely anonymous to everyone. Who will see the information you give – Your 
response to the survey will be completely anonymous. The information received from the 
survey will be stored on password – protected computer file storage and network systems 
to be used by the research team.   Risks and Discomforts – There are no major 
discomforts or risks for participating in this study. If a question makes you feel 
uncomfortable you may continue on through the survey without answering 
it.                                                        Benefits - You will not get any personal benefit 
from taking part in this study. 
  
 What if You Have Questions – Before you decide whether to accept this invitation to 
take part in the study, please ask any questions that might come to mind. Later, if you 
have questions about the study, you can ask your teacher or you can contact the 
investigator, Ashley Leer at ashley.leer@uky.edu. If you have any questions about your 
rights as a volunteer in this research, contact the staff in the Office of Research Integrity 
at the University of Kentucky at 859-257-9428 or toll free at 1-866-400-9428. 
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o I Consent  (1)  
o I Do Not Wish to Participate  (2)  
 
End of Block: Consent Form 
 
Start of Block: Social Distance Scales 
 
Q2 Student 1 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from another high 
school. They consider themselves to be an Ag kid with a farm background, White, and 
straight. 
 1 - Strongly Disagree 5 - Strongly Agree 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
I would accept Student 1 as a member 
of my school. (1)  
I would accept Student 1 as a student 
enrolled in my Ag class. (2)  
I would accept Student 1 as a member 
of my FFA Chapter (3)  
I would accept Student 1 as a member 
of the same competitive team as me. (4)  
I would accept Student 1 as our FFA 
chapter president. (5)  
I would accept Student 1 as my 
roommate on trips. (6)  
 
 
 
 
Q28 Student 2 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from another high 
school. They consider themselves to be athletic, not from a farm background, White, and 
straight.  
 1 - Strongly Disagree 5 - Strongly Agree 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
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I would accept Student 2 as a member 
of school. (1)  
I would accept Student 2 as a student 
enrolled in my Ag class. (2)  
I would accept Student 2 as a member 
of my FFA Chapter (3)  
I would accept Student 2 as a member 
of the same competitive team as me. (4)  
I would accept Student 2 as our FFA 
chapter president. (5)  
I would accept Student 2 as my 
roommate on trips. (6)  
 
 
 
 
Q5 Student 3 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from another high 
school. They consider themselves to be an Ag kid from a farm background, White, and 
gay.  
 1 - Strongly Disagree 5 - Strongly Agree 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
I would accept Student 3 as a member 
of school. (1)  
I would accept Student 3 as a student 
enrolled in my Ag class. (2)  
I would accept Student 3 as a member 
of my FFA Chapter (3)  
I would accept Student 3 as a member 
of the same competitive team as me. (4)  
I would accept Student 3 as our FFA 
chapter president. (5)  
I would accept Student 3 as my 
roommate on trips. (6)  
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Q6 Student 4 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from another high 
school. They consider themselves to be athletic, not from a farm background, White, and 
gay.  
 1 - Strongly Disagree 5 - Strongly Agree 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
I would accept Student 4 as a member 
of school. (1)  
I would accept Student 4 as a student 
enrolled in my Ag class. (2)  
I would accept Student 4 as a member 
of my FFA Chapter (3)  
I would accept Student 4 as a member 
of the same competitive team as me. (4)  
I would accept Student 4 as our FFA 
chapter president. (5)  
I would accept Student 4 as my 
roommate on trips. (6)  
 
 
 
 
Q7 Student 5 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from another high 
school. They consider themselves to be an Ag kid from a farm background, Black, and 
straight. 
 1 - I Strongly Disagree 5 - I Strongly Agree 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
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I would accept Student 5 as a member 
of school. (1)  
I would accept Student 5 as a student 
enrolled in my Ag class. (2)  
I would accept Student 5 as a member 
of my FFA Chapter (3)  
I would accept Student 5 as a member 
of the same competitive team as me. (4)  
I would accept Student 5 as our FFA 
chapter president. (5)  
I would accept Student 5  as my 
roommate on trips. (6)  
 
 
 
 
Q8 Student 6 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from another high 
school. They consider themselves to be athletic, not from a farm background, Black, and 
straight.  
 1 - Strongly Disagree 5 - Strongly Agree 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
I would accept Student 6 as a member 
of school. (1)  
I would accept Student 6 as a student 
enrolled in my Ag class. (2)  
I would accept Student 6 as a member 
of my FFA Chapter (3)  
I would accept Student 6 as a member 
of the same competitive team as me. (4)  
I would accept Student 6 as our FFA 
chapter president. (5)  
I would accept Student 6 as my 
roommate on trips. (6)  
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Q9 Student 7 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from another high 
school. They consider themselves to be an Ag kid who grew up on a farm, Black, and 
gay.  
 1 - Strongly Disagree 5 - Strongly Agree 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
I would accept Student 7 as a member 
of school. (1)  
I would accept Student 7 as a student 
enrolled in my Ag class. (2)  
I would accept Student 7 as a member 
of my FFA Chapter (3)  
I would accept Student 7 as a member 
of the same competitive team as me. (4)  
I would accept Student 7 as our FFA 
chapter president. (5)  
I would accept Student 7 as my 
roommate on trips. (6)  
 
 
 
 
Q10 Student 8 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from another high 
school. They consider themselves to be athletic, not from a farm background, Black, and 
gay.  
 1 - Strongly Disagree 5 - Strongly Agree 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 
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I would accept Student 8 as a member 
of school. (1)  
I would accept Student 8 as a student 
enrolled in my Ag class. (2)  
I would accept Student 8 as a member 
of my FFA Chapter (3)  
I would accept Student 8 as a member 
of the same competitive team as me. (4)  
I would accept Student 8 as our FFA 
chapter president. (5)  
I would accept Student 8 as my 
roommate on trips. (6)  
 
 
End of Block: Social Distance Scales 
 
Start of Block: Homophily Scales 
Display This Question: 
If Student 1 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from another high school. They 
cons... [ I would accept Student 1 as a member of my school. ]  ,  Is Displayed 
 
Q11 Student 1 is an FFA member that has transferred to your school from another high 
school. They consider themselves to be an Ag kid with a farm background, White, and 
straight. 
 Student 1... 
Student 
1... 
Student 
1... Student 1... 
Student 
1... Student 1... 
 
is 
diffe
rent 
fro
m 
me. 
(1) 
Is 
sim
ilar 
to 
me. 
(2) 
Doe
sn't 
beh
ave 
like 
me. 
(1) 
Beh
aves 
like 
me. 
(2) 
Is 
fro
m a 
diffe
rent 
soci
al 
clas
s. 
(1) 
Is 
fro
m 
the 
sa
me 
so
cia
l 
cla
ss. 
(2) 
Is 
cultu
rally 
diffe
rent. 
(1) 
Is 
cultu
rally 
simil
ar. 
(2) 
Thi
nks 
like 
me. 
(1) 
D
oe
s 
no
t 
thi
nk 
lik
e 
m
e. 
(2
) 
Has 
an 
econ
omic 
situa
tion 
like 
mine
. (1) 
Does 
not 
have 
an 
econ
omic 
situa
tion 
like 
mine
. (2) 
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Clic
k 
whic
h 
opti
on 
you 
belie
ve to 
be 
corr
ect 
for 
the 
six 
secti
ons 
of 
this 
ques
tion. 
(1)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If Student 2 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from another high school. They 
cons... [ I would accept Student 2 as a member of school. ]  ,  Is Displayed 
 
Q12 Student 2 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from another high 
school. They consider themselves to be athletic, not from a farm background, White, and 
straight.  
 Student 2... 
Student 
2... Student 2... 
Student 
2... 
Student 
2... Student 2... 
 
is 
diffe
rent 
fro
m 
me. 
(1) 
Is 
sim
ilar 
to 
me. 
(2) 
Is 
fro
m a 
diffe
rent 
soci
al 
clas
s. 
(1) 
Is 
fro
m 
the 
sa
me 
so
cia
l 
cla
Is 
cultu
rally 
diffe
rent. 
(1) 
Is 
cultu
rally 
simil
ar. 
(2) 
Thi
nks 
like 
me. 
(1) 
D
oe
s 
no
t 
thi
nk 
lik
e 
m
Doe
sn't 
beh
ave 
like 
me. 
(1) 
Beh
aves 
like 
me. 
(2) 
Has 
an 
econ
omic 
situa
tion 
like 
mine
. (1) 
Does 
not 
have 
an 
econ
omic 
situa
tion 
like 
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ss. 
(2) 
e. 
(2
) 
mine
. (2) 
Clic
k 
whic
h 
opti
on 
you 
belie
ve to 
be 
corr
ect 
for 
the 
six 
secti
ons 
of 
this 
ques
tion. 
(1)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If Student 3 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from another high school. They 
cons... [ I would accept Student 3 as a member of school. ]  ,  Is Displayed 
 
Q13 Student 3 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from another high 
school. They consider themselves to be an Ag kid from a farm background, White, and 
gay.  
 Student 3... 
Student 
3... Student 3... Student 3... 
Student 
3... Student 3... 
 
is 
diff
ere
nt 
fro
m 
Is 
si
mil
ar 
to 
me
Is 
fro
m a 
diff
ere
nt 
soci
Is 
fr
o
m 
th
e 
sa
Is 
cult
urall
y 
diffe
rent. 
(1) 
Is 
cult
urall
y 
simi
lar. 
(2) 
Th
ink
s 
lik
e 
me
D
oe
s 
no
t 
th
in
An
sw
er 3 
(3) 
Do
esn
't 
beh
ave 
like 
Beh
ave
s 
like 
me. 
(2) 
Has 
an 
econ
omi
c 
situa
tion 
Doe
s not 
have 
an 
econ
omi
c 
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me. 
(1) 
. 
(2) 
al 
clas
s. 
(1) 
m
e 
so
ci
al 
cl
as
s. 
(2
) 
. 
(1) 
k 
li
ke 
m
e. 
(2
) 
me. 
(1) 
like 
min
e. 
(1) 
situa
tion 
like 
min
e. 
(2) 
Clic
k 
whi
ch 
opti
on 
you 
beli
eve 
to 
be 
corr
ect 
for 
the 
six 
sect
ions 
of 
this 
que
stio
n. 
(1)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If Student 4 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from another high school. They 
cons... [ I would accept Student 4 as a member of school. ]  ,  Is Displayed 
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Q14 Student 4 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from another high 
school. They consider themselves to be athletic, not from a farm background, White, and 
gay.  
 Student 4... 
Student 
4... Student 4... 
Student 
4... 
Student 
4... Student 4... 
 
is 
diffe
rent 
fro
m 
me. 
(1) 
Is 
sim
ilar 
to 
me. 
(2) 
Is 
fro
m a 
diffe
rent 
soci
al 
clas
s. 
(1) 
Is 
fro
m 
the 
sa
me 
so
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l 
cla
ss. 
(2) 
Is 
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rally 
diffe
rent. 
(1) 
Is 
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ar. 
(2) 
Thi
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like 
me. 
(1) 
D
oe
s 
no
t 
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nk 
lik
e 
m
e. 
(2
) 
Doe
sn't 
beh
ave 
like 
me. 
(1) 
Beh
aves 
like 
me. 
(2) 
Has 
an 
econ
omic 
situa
tion 
like 
mine
. (1) 
Does 
not 
have 
an 
econ
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situa
tion 
like 
mine
. (2) 
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on 
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belie
ve to 
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for 
the 
six 
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of 
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ques
tion. 
(1)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Display This Question: 
If Student 5 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from another high school. They 
cons... [ I would accept Student 5 as a member of school. ]  ,  Is Displayed 
 
Q15 Student 5 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from another high 
school. They consider themselves to be an Ag kid from a farm background, Black, and 
straight. 
 Student 5... 
Student 
5... Student 5... 
Student 
5... 
Student 
5... Student 5... 
 
is 
diffe
rent 
fro
m 
me. 
(1) 
Is 
sim
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to 
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(2) 
Is 
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m a 
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al 
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D
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s 
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t 
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e 
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e. 
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econ
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(1)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Display This Question: 
If Student 6 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from another high school. They 
cons... [ I would accept Student 6 as a member of school. ]  ,  Is Displayed 
 
Q16 Student 6 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from another high 
school. They consider themselves to be athletic, not from a farm background, Black, and 
straight.  
 Student 6... 
Student 
6... Student 6... 
Student 
6... 
Student 
6... Student 6... 
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diffe
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Does 
not 
have 
an 
econ
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situa
tion 
like 
mine
. (2) 
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Clic
k 
whic
h 
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on 
you 
belie
ve to 
be 
corr
ect 
for 
the 
six 
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of 
this 
ques
tion. 
(1)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If Student 7 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from another high school. They 
cons... [ I would accept Student 7 as a member of school. ]  ,  Is Displayed 
 
Q17 Student 7 is an FFA member how has transferred to your school from another high 
school. They consider themselves to be an Ag kid who grew up on a farm, Black, and 
gay.  
 Student 7... 
Student 
7... Student 7... 
Student 
7... Student 7.. Student 7... 
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diffe
rent 
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econ
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like 
118 
 
ss. 
(2) 
e. 
(2
) 
mine
. (2) 
Clic
k 
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o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
 
Display This Question: 
If Student 8 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from another high school. They 
cons... [ I would accept Student 8 as a member of school. ]  ,  Is Displayed 
 
Q18 Student 8 is an FFA member who has transferred to your school from another high 
school. They consider themselves to be athletic, not from a farm background, Black, and 
gay.  
 Student 8... 
Student 
8... Student 8... 
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End of Block: Homophily Scales 
 
Start of Block: Demographics 
 
Q30 Are you an officer in your FFA chapter? 
o Yes  (5)  
o No  (6)  
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Q31 Are you an officer or captain of a club or sports team besides FFA? 
o Yes  (5)  
o No  (6)  
 
 
 
Q32 Have you ever traveled to another country? 
o Yes  (5)  
o No  (6)  
 
 
 
Q21 What is your parent's education level? 
o Some high school, no diploma  (2)  
o High school graduate, diploma or the equivalent  (3)  
o Technical or Associate's Degree  (5)  
o Bachelor's Degree  (9)  
o Master's or Professional Degree  (10)  
 
 
 
Q33 What is your favorite genre of music? (Country, Jazz, Blues, Rap, etc.) 
________________________________________________________________ 
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Q23 What is your religion? 
o Christian (Baptist, Church of Christ, Methodist, Catholic, etc.)  (2)  
o Muslim  (3)  
o Jewish  (5)  
o Hindu  (6)  
o Mormon  (7)  
o Atheist  (8)  
o No Religion  (9)  
 
 
 
Q24 In your opinion how much did your parents make in the last year? 
o Less than $25,000  (1)  
o $25,000 - $34,999  (2)  
o $35,000 - $49,999  (3)  
o $50,000 - $74,999  (4)  
o $75,000 - $99,999  (5)  
o $100,000 - $149,000  (6)  
o $150,000 plus  (7)  
 
 
 
Q25 How many people live in your household? 
________________________________________________________________ 
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Q29 What best describes the area you live in? 
o Rural (Less than 1,000 people per square mile.  (1)  
o Suburban (1,000 - 3,000 people per square mile.  (2)  
o Urban (3,000 + people per square mile).  (3)  
 
 
 
Q34 What is your race? (Persons of Spanish/Hispanic/Latino ethnicity may be of any 
race) 
o White American  (1)  
o African American  (2)  
o Native American  (3)  
o Alaska Native  (4)  
o Asian American  (5)  
o Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islanders  (6)  
o Biracial  (7)  
 
End of Block: Demographics 
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APPENDIX E:  
BIVARIATE CORRELATIONS FOR MSPS 1-7 
Table A1 
Bivariate Correlation for Homophily Scales and Demography for MSP 1 
 Are 
you an 
FFA 
Officer
? 
Officer 
or 
Captain 
of a 
sport or 
club  
Have 
you 
traveled 
to 
another 
country? 
Parental 
Educatio
n Level 
Reli
gion 
Parental 
Income 
Home 
Residence 
Type 
Race 
Different 
from me/ 
Similar to 
me 
 
.22 .69 .78 .53 .15 .41 .74 .02 
Doesn’t 
behave 
like me/ 
Behaves 
like me 
 
.71 .79 .69 .94 .15 .24 .03 .58 
Different 
social 
class/ 
Same 
social 
class 
 
.06 .33 .10 .44 .33 .23 .05 .83 
Culturally 
different/ 
Culturally 
similar 
 
.24 .27 .95 .26 .12 .13 .18 .55 
Does not 
think like 
me/ 
Thinks 
like me 
 
.99 .08 .356 .52 .04 .11 .09 .75 
Does not 
have an 
economic 
situation 
like mine/  
.86 .03 .91 .77 .78 .47 .13 .65 
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Has an 
economic 
situation 
like mine 
 
Table A2 
Bivariate Correlation for Homophily Scales and Demography for MSP 2 
 Are 
you an 
FFA 
Officer
? 
Officer 
or 
Captain 
of a 
sport or 
club  
Have 
you 
traveled 
to 
another 
country? 
Parental 
Educatio
n Level 
Reli
gion 
Parental 
Income 
Home 
Residence 
Type 
Race 
Different 
from me/ 
Similar to 
me 
 
.79 .42 .62 .97 .19 .26 .14 .53 
Doesn’t 
behave 
like me/ 
Behaves 
like me 
 
.20 .35 .23 .66 .36 .62 .40 .20 
Different 
social 
class/ 
Same 
social 
class 
 
.41 .25 .72 .90 .26 .39 .35 .83 
Culturally 
different/ 
Culturally 
similar 
 
.79 .12 .39 .11 .30 .82 .54 .41 
Does not 
think like 
me/ 
Thinks 
like me 
 
.41 .16 .46 .56 .09 .37 .66 .08 
Does not 
have an 
economic 
situation 
.76 .82 .83 .01 .41 .54 .56 .61 
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like mine/ 
Has an 
economic 
situation 
like mine 
 
Table A3 
Bivariate Correlation for Homophily Scales and Demography for MSP 3 
 Are 
you an 
FFA 
Officer
? 
Officer 
or 
Captain 
of a 
sport or 
club  
Have 
you 
traveled 
to 
another 
country? 
Parental 
Educatio
n Level 
Reli
gion 
Parental 
Income 
Home 
Residence 
Type 
Race 
Different 
from me/ 
Similar to 
me 
 
.66 .28 .40 .38 .46 .38 .38 .61 
Doesn’t 
behave 
like me/ 
Behaves 
like me 
 
.63 .76 .61 .50 .85 .01 .28 .18 
Different 
social 
class/ 
Same 
social 
class 
 
.70 .28 .72 .30 .72 .02 .99 .18 
Culturally 
different/ 
Culturally 
similar 
 
.61 .26 .69 .64 .26 .19 .94 .70 
Does not 
think like 
me/ 
Thinks 
like me 
 
.39 .57 .14 .24 .03 .66 .62 .57 
Does not 
have an 
economic 
.34 .40 .41 .97 .52 .30 .68 .98 
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situation 
like mine/ 
Has an 
economic 
situation 
like mine 
 
Table A4 
Bivariate Correlation for Homophily Scales and Demography for MSP 4 
 Are 
you an 
FFA 
Officer
? 
Officer 
or 
Captain 
of a 
sport or 
club  
Have 
you 
traveled 
to 
another 
country? 
Parental 
Educatio
n Level 
Reli
gion 
Parental 
Income 
Home 
Residence 
Type 
Race 
Different 
from me/ 
Similar to 
me 
 
.65 .19 .11 .74 .95 .67 .38 .78 
Doesn’t 
behave 
like me/ 
Behaves 
like me 
 
.13 .87 .71 .87 .01 .88 .26 .35 
Different 
social 
class/ 
Same 
social 
class 
 
.172 .529 .315 .267 .252 .189 .204 .367 
Culturally 
different/ 
Culturally 
similar 
 
.434 .167 .026 .0473 .965 .978 .237 .640 
Does not 
think like 
me/ 
Thinks 
like me 
 
.831 .605 .002 .164 .821 .939 .126 .033 
Does not 
have an .20 .20 .12 .40 .19 .48 .11 .91 
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economic 
situation 
like mine/ 
Has an 
economic 
situation 
like mine 
 
Table A5 
Bivariate Correlation for Homophily Scales and Demography for MSP 5 
 Are 
you an 
FFA 
Officer
? 
Officer 
or 
Captain 
of a 
sport or 
club  
Have 
you 
traveled 
to 
another 
country? 
Parental 
Educatio
n Level 
Reli
gion 
Parental 
Income 
Home 
Residence 
Type 
Race 
Different 
from me/ 
Similar to 
me 
 
.59 .57 .81 .69 .16 .89 .93 .95 
Doesn’t 
behave 
like me/ 
Behaves 
like me 
 
.04 .32 .09 .20 .42 .77 .77 .32 
Different 
social 
class/ 
Same 
social 
class 
 
.944 .976 .586 .770 .505 .802 .171 .366 
Culturally 
different/ 
Culturally 
similar 
 
.05 .42 .53 .58 .05 .60 .63 .22 
Does not 
think like 
me/ 
Thinks 
like me 
 
.10 .76 .91 .14 .10 .60 .75 .70 
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Does not 
have an 
economic 
situation 
like mine/ 
Has an 
economic 
situation 
like mine 
.98 .54 .23 .86 .07 .35 .07 .99 
 
Table A6 
Bivariate Correlation for Homophily Scales and Demography for MSP 6 
 Are 
you an 
FFA 
Officer
? 
Officer 
or 
Captain 
of a 
sport or 
club  
Have 
you 
traveled 
to 
another 
country? 
Parental 
Educatio
n Level 
Reli
gion 
Parental 
Income 
Home 
Residence 
Type 
Race 
Different 
from me/ 
Similar to 
me 
 
.41 .03 .39 .57 .82 .25 .30 .73 
Doesn’t 
behave 
like me/ 
Behaves 
like me 
 
.93 .70 .13 .88 .39 .56 .51 .87 
Different 
social 
class/ 
Same 
social 
class 
 
.32 .47 .05 .11 .06 .69 .22 .02 
Culturally 
different/ 
Culturally 
similar 
 
.70 .03 .01 .06 .85 .60 .79 .84 
Does not 
think like 
me/ 
Thinks 
like me 
.86 .43 .01 .13 .69 .42 .03 .62 
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Does not 
have an 
economic 
situation 
like mine/ 
Has an 
economic 
situation 
like mine 
.42 .03 .04 .06 .73 .68 .91 .42 
 
 
Table A7 
Bivariate Correlation for Homophily Scales and Demography for MSP 7 
 Are 
you an 
FFA 
Officer
? 
Officer 
or 
Captain 
of a 
sport or 
club  
Have 
you 
traveled 
to 
another 
country? 
Parental 
Educatio
n Level 
Reli
gion 
Parental 
Income 
Home 
Residence 
Type 
Race 
Different 
from me/ 
Similar to 
me 
 
.37 .21 .94 .92 .93 .64 .53 .29 
Doesn’t 
behave 
like me/ 
Behaves 
like me 
 
.03 .11 .14 .45 .97 .65 .84 .32 
Different 
social 
class/ 
Same 
social 
class 
 
.000 .366 .670 .834 .843 .779 .640 .881 
Culturally 
different/ 
Culturally 
similar 
 
.068 .113 .297 .133 .081 .162 .265 .913 
Does not 
think like 
me/ 
.24 .37 .79 .23 .61 .78 .64 .88 
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Thinks 
like me 
 
Does not 
have an 
economic 
situation 
like mine/ 
Has an 
economic 
situation 
like mine 
.16 .81 .01 .48 .19 .81 .72 .65 
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APPENDIX F: 
DEFENSE PRESENTATION 
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133 
 
 
 
 
 
We need to map out the cultures in agricultural education classrooms to better 
understand whether homophily and in-group mentality is occurring and to what 
extent before we can decide how to fix the issue of barriers.
5
1: We were looking for demographics
2: How willing were students to include the MSPs at differing levels of inclusion and 
how much interaction with the MSPs was too close for comfort for the participants
3: Did students think the MSPs were like them or unlike them
4:What Mock Student Profile was most likely to be included
5: Determine if participants’ answers on the social distance scale was impacted by 
their demographics i.e. being an officer in their FFA chapter. 
6: Did demographics of participants influence their perceived similarity or differences 
from the MSPs
6
7 8
134 
 
 
 
 
 
9 10
11
Isomorphic – people in similar positions often influence each other in the adoption of 
innovations ie scientists with research or teaching appointments
Cognitive Proceses – attraction is affected by perceived similarity
Selective Tie Dissolution – Nonhomophilous ties are especially likely to be dropped
12
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13 14
Why culture is so important in the ag classroom
15 16
136 
 
 
 
 
 
Communally organized school creates close ties with teachers and therefore 
increases social capital and teaches socially appropriate behaviors. 
17 18
Cross racial acquaintances have a greater effect on Black students belonging than 
Whites are are more likely to feel as if they belong even if they do not interact with 
others outside of their race. 
19 20
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21 22
23 24
138 
 
 
 
 
 
25 26
According to Santos (1999), a score of 0.70 is considered reliable. 
27
There are technically 3 kinds of homophily scales developed by McCroskey, 
Richmond, & Daly, attitude, background, and demographic. Demographic homophily 
scales were not used beacause they have never been found to be stable
28
139 
 
 
 
 
 
29
Frequencies and percentages were collected to describe the depth of inclusion at 
each degree of closeness for each Mock Student Profile, as reported by the five 
anchors presented. Additionally, the number of nonresponses to each degree of 
closeness was calculated, to determine the breaking point of inclusion for the social 
distance scales. A study conducted by Tourangeau and Yan (2007) found that 
respondents are less likely to answer questions that are sensitive and make them 
uncomfortable. The researchers based the breaking point calculations off Tourangeau
and Yan’s results that sensitive questions received nonresponse rates of 3%. 
Therefore, the research team calculated the breaking point for each mock profile 
when the nonresponse received above 3%. 
30
31 32
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33
FFA Officer
Yes – 57 or 14.3%
No – 297 or 74.4%
Non-response – 45 or 11.3%
Sport or Club
Yes 90 or 22.6%
No 263 or 65.9%
Non response – 46 or 11.5%
Traveled Abroad
Yes – 70 or 17.5%
No – 284 or 71.2%
Non-resporting 45 or 11.3%
Education Level
Some high school, no diploma 35 or 8.8%
High school graduate – 156 or 39.1
Technical degree / Associates 60 or 15%
Bachelor’s Degree 58 or 14.5%
Master higher 44 or 11.0%
Mising 46 or 11.5%
34
Religion
Christian – 298 or 73.9%
Non-Christian 5 or 
Atheist 9 or 2.3%
No religion 44 or 11%
Non-response – 46 or 11.5%
Household Income
Less than 25k – 39 or 9.8%
25-35k – 62 or 15.5%
35-50k – 59 or 14.8%
50-75k – 78 or 19.5%
75-99k – 44 or 11%
100-150k – 37 or 9.3%
150k+ - 33 – 8.3%
Non response 47- 11.8%
Home Residency Type
Rural – 258 – 64.7 %
Suburban – 77 or 19.3%
Urban 18 or 4.5%
35
White American – 318 79.7%
African American 9 – 2.3%
Native American 6 or 1.5%
Alaska Native – 2 or .5%
Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islanders – 1 or .3%
Biracial – 17 or 4.3%
Non-response 46 or 11.5%
36
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37
Page 41
38
43
39
45
40
142 
 
 
 
 
 
47
41
49
42
51
43
53
44
143 
 
 
 
 
 
55
45 46
57
47
58
48
144 
 
 
 
 
 
59
49
60
50
61
51
62
52
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63
53
64
54
55
65-66
56
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68
57 58
MSP 1 does not have a breaking point
69
A regression allows us to predict the value of a variable based on the value of two or 
more other variables. For example, a regression can help us understand if exam 
performance can be predicted based on revision time , test anxiety, lecture 
attendance or even gender. Here it allows us to determine if participants’ answers on 
the social distance scale was impacted by their demographics i.e. being an officer in 
their FFA chapter. 
Most likely to distance themselves first on MSP 2
59
70
60
147 
 
 
 
 
 
71
61
MSP 5 does not have a breaking point
72
62
72-73
63
73-74
64
148 
 
 
 
 
 
65
77
Bivariate correlation can be helpful in determining to what extent it becomes easier 
to know and predict a value for one variable if we know the value of the other 
variable.
Negative means the lower number the lower the impact -
66
67
They pose the scenario of a man who is diagnosed with prostate cancer making the 
decision whether or not to have surgery. Knowing the generalization that 80% of men 
who have the surgery will survive at least 15 years without developing metastases 
helps him. However, he can get more specific information by looking at the outcomes 
of men whose characteristics are most similar to his (Cook, Campbell, & Shadish, 
2002).  
68
149 
 
 
 
 
 
69 70
where the forms of homophily are starting by determining if it is an effect of school 
district gerrymandering 
71 72
150 
 
 
 
 
 
73 74
The focus point of this study is not something that can be taught in a one semester 
course and even less so in a single day. Only empathy, mindfulness, and a constant, 
conscious effort to be the change in our profession will allow us to move forward and 
help every student find a place in the agriculture classroom. 
75
The recommendations included in this final chapter are not the all-inclusive just as 
much as they are not an absolute solution to the issue at hand in our profession. 
Much future research is needed to continue to push agricultural education towards a 
brighter tomorrow. With that being said, the author hopes this work plays a small 
piece in fostering a discussion on developing everyone’s role in creating an inclusive 
environment free from in-group mentality and homophilous social groups within our 
vocation and organization.
76
151 
 
 
 
 
 
77 78
79 80
152 
 
 
 
 
 
81 82
83
153 
 
References  
 
Ashforth, B. E., Harrison, S. H., & Corley, K. G. (2008). Identification in organizations: 
An examination of four fundamental questions. Journal of Management, 34(3), 
325-374. 
 
Bishop, J. H., Bishop, M., Gelbwasser, L., Green, S., Zuckerman, A., Schwartz, A. E., & 
Labaree, D. F. (2003). Nerds and freaks: A theory of student culture and norms. 
Brookings papers on education policy, (6), 141-213. 
 
Bogardus, E. S. (1928). Immigration and race attitudes. 
 
Boucher, V. (2015). Structural homophily. International Economic Review, 56(1), 235-
264. 
 
Brechwald, W. A., & Prinstein, M. J. (2011). Beyond homophily: A decade of advances 
in understanding peer influence processes. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 
21(1), 166-179. 
 
Caetano, G., & Maheshri, V. (2015). Homophily and Sorting Within Neighborhoods. 
 
Campbell, D. T., & Fiske, D. W. (1959). Convergent and discriminant validation by the 
multitrait-multimethod matrix. Psychological bulletin, 56(2), 81. 
 
Charness, G., Rigotti, L., & Rustichini, A. (2007). Individual behavior and group 
membership. The American Economic Review, 97(4), 1340-1352. 
 
Charness, G., Rigotti, L., & Rustichini, A. (2007). Individual behavior and group 
membership. The American Economic Review, 97(4), 1340-1352. 
 
Chattopadhyay, P., Tluchowska, M., & George, E. (2004). Identifying the ingroup: A 
closer look at the influence of demographic dissimilarity on employee social 
identity. Academy of Management Review, 29(2), 180-202. 
 
Chatman, J. A., Sherman, E. L., & Doerr, B. M. (2015). Making the Most of Diversity: 
How Collectivism Mutes the Disruptive Effects of Demographic Heterogeneity 
on Group Performance. 
 
Chen, Y., & Li, S. X. (2009). Group identity and social preferences. The American 
Economic Review, 99(1), 431-457. 
 
Chrobot-Mason, D., Gerbasi, A., & Cullen-Lester, K. L. (2016). Predicting leadership 
relationships: The importance of collective identity. The Leadership Quarterly, 
27(2), 298-311. 
 
154 
 
Chu, T. H., & Chen, Y. Y. (2016). With Good We Become Good: Understanding e-
learning adoption by theory of planned behavior and group influences. Computers 
& Education, 92, 37-52. 
 
Cook, T. D., Campbell, D. T., & Shadish, W. (2002). Experimental and quasi-
experimental designs for generalized causal inference. Boston: Houghton Mifflin. 
 
Cox, T. (1994). Cultural diversity in organizations: Theory, research and practice. 
Berrett-Koehler Publishers Location???. 
 
 
Currarini, S., & Mengel, F. (2016). Identity, homophily and in-group bias. European 
Economic Review. 
 
Currarini, S., Matheson, J., & Redondo, F. V. (2016). A simple model of homophily in 
social networks. European Economic Review. 
 
Davis, K. (1997). Exploring the intersection between cultural competency and managed 
behavioral health care policy: Implications for state and county mental health 
agencies. Alexandria, VA: National Technical Assistance Center for State Mental 
Health Planning. 
 
Del Bello, C. L., Panebianco, F., Verdier, T., & Zenou, Y. (2016). Cultural Transmission 
and Socialization Spillovers in Education. 
 
DeRue, D. S., & Ashford, S. J. (2010). Who will lead and who will follow? A social 
process of leadership identity construction in organizations. Academy of 
Management Review, 35(4), 627-647. 
 
Dhuey, E., & Lipscomb, S. (2008). What makes a leader? Relative age and high school 
leadership. Economics of Education Review, 27(2), 173-183. 
 
Dillman, D. A., Smyth, J. D., & Christian, L. M. (2014). Internet, phone, mail, and 
mixed-mode surveys: the tailored design method. John Wiley & Sons. 
 
Dong, W., Ehrlich, K., Macy, M. M., & Muller, M. (2016, February). Embracing Cultural 
Diversity: Online Social Ties in Distributed Workgroups. In Proceedings of the 
19th ACM Conference on Computer-Supported Cooperative Work & Social 
Computing (pp. 274-287). ACM. 
 
Duhigg, C. (2016). What Google learned from its quest to build the perfect team. The 
New York Times Magazine, 26, 2016. 
 
Easley, D., & Kleinberg, J. (2010). Networks in their surrounding contexts. Networks, 
Crowds, and Markets-Reasoning About a Highly Connected World, 77-106. 
 
155 
 
Eisenberg, R., Fasolo, P., & Davis-LaMastro, V. (1990). Perceived organizational 
support and employee diligence, commitment, and innovation. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 75(1), 51-59. 
 
Ekmekci, O., & Casey, A. (2009). How Time Brings Together" I" and" We": A Theory of 
Identification Through Memory. Journal of Behavioral and Applied Management, 
11(1), 48. 
Faros. R. E. L. (1967). Chicago Sociology: 1920 – 1932. San Francisco: Chandler.  
 
Frank, K. A., & Yasumoto, J. Y. (1998). Linking action to social structure within a 
system: social capital within and between subgroups. American journal of 
sociology, 104(3), 642-686. 
 
Gallagher, C. A. (2003). Color-blind privilege: The social and political functions of 
erasing the color line in post race America. Race, Gender & Class, 22-37. 
 
Griepentrog, B. K., Harold, C. M., Holtz, B. C., Klimoski, R. J., & Marsh, S. M. (2012). 
Integrating social identity and the theory of planned behavior: Predicting 
withdrawal from an organizational recruitment process. Personnel 
Psychology, 65(4), 723-753. 
 
Integrating social identity and the theory of planned behavior: Predicting withdrawal 
from an organizational recruitment process. Personnel Psychology, 65(4), 723-
753. 
 
Hogg, M. A., & Terry, D. I. (2000). Social identity and self-categorization processes in 
organizational contexts. Academy of management review, 25(1), 121-140. 
 
Hogg, M. A., Van Knippenberg, D., & Rast, D. E. (2012). Intergroup leadership in 
organizations: Leading across group and organizational boundaries. Academy of 
Management Review, 37(2), 232-255. 
 
Hurd, N. M., Zimmerman, M. A., & Xue, Y. (2009). Negative adult influences and the 
protective effects of role models: A study with urban adolescents. Journal of 
youth and adolescence, 38(6), 777. 
 
Kalkhoff, W., & Barnum, C. (2000). The effects of status-organizing and social identity 
processes on patterns of social influence. Social Psychology Quarterly, 95-115. 
 
Kandel, D. B. (1978). Homophily, selection, and socialization in adolescent friendships. 
American journal of Sociology, 427-436. 
 
Kiesner, J., Poulin, F., & Nicotra, E. (2003). Peer relations across contexts: Individual-
network homophily and network inclusion in and after school. Child 
development, 74(5), 1328-1343. 
 
156 
 
Kleinbaum, A. M., Stuart, T. E., & Tushman, M. L. (2013). Discretion within constraint:  
Homophily and structure in a formal organization. Organization Science, 24(5), 1316-
1336. 
 
Krejcie, R. V., & Morgan, D. W. (1970). Determining sample size for research 
activities. Educational and psychological measurement, 30(3), 607-610. 
 
Landry, C., & Wood, P. (2008). The intercultural city. London: Earthscan. 
 
Larke, A. (2000). Diversity makes a difference. Making a Difference, 8(8), 13-14. 
 
LaVergne, D. D., Jones, W. A., Larke Jr, A., & Elbert, C. D. (2012). The Effect of 
Teacher Demographic and Personal Characteristics on Perceptions of Diversity 
Inclusion in Agricultural Education Programs. Journal of Agricultural 
Education, 53(3). 
 
Lucas, J. W., & Baxter, A. R. (2012). Power, influence, and diversity in organizations. 
The ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 639(1), 
49-70. 
 
McCroskey, L. L., McCroskey, J. C., & Richmond, V. P. (2006). Analysis and 
improvement of the measurement of interpersonal attraction and homophily. 
Communication Quarterly, 54(1), 1-31. 
 
McCroskey, J. C., Richmond, V. P., & Daly, J. A. (1975). The development of a measure 
of perceived homophily in interpersonal communication. Human Communication 
Research, 1(4), 323-332. 
 
McLeod, P. L., Lobel, S. A., & Cox Jr, T. H. (1996). Ethnic diversity and creativity in 
small groups. Small group research, 27(2), 248-264. 
 
McPherson, J. M., Popielarz, P. A., & Drobnic, S. (1992). Social networks and 
organizational dynamics. American sociological review, 153-170. 
 
McPherson, J. M., & Smith-Lovin, L. (1987). Homophily in voluntary organizations: 
Status distance and the composition of face-to-face groups. American sociological 
review, 370-379. 
 
McPherson, M., Smith-Lovin, L., & Cook, J. M. (2001). Birds of a feather: Homophily in 
social networks. Annual review of sociology, 415-444. 
 
Mohammad, M. (2013). The relationship between instructor race and homophily, 
credibility, and student motivation: A classroom analysis. California State 
University, Fullerton. 
 
157 
 
Moore, E. A. (1994). Supporting diversity: An unfinished agenda. Agricultural education 
magazine (Henry, Ill.)(USA). 
 
Multiple Regression Analysis using SPSS Statistics. (n.d.). Retrieved March 29, 2018, 
from https://statistics.laerd.com/spss-tutorials/multiple-regression-using-spss-
statistics.php 
 
 
Myers, S. A., & Huebner, A. D. (2011). The Relationships Between Students’ Motives 
To Communicate With Their Instructor And Perceived Instructor Credibility, 
Attractiveness, And Homophily. College Student Journal, 45(1), 84. 
 
Newcomb, T. M., Turner, R. H., & Converse, P. E. (1965). Social Psychology: The Study 
of Human Interaction, Holt, Rinehart and Winston. Inc., New York. 
 
Piaget, J., & Cook, M. (1952). The origins of intelligence in children (Vol. 8, No. 5, p. 
18). New York: International Universities Press. 
 
Pierce, C., & Carew, J. Pierce-Gonzalez, D., & Willis, D.(1978). An experiment in 
racism: TV commercials. Television and education, 62-88. 
 
Priem, R. L., Harrison, D. A., & Muir, N. K. (1995). Structured conflict and consensus 
outcomes in group decision making. Journal of management, 21(4), 691-710. 
 
Reddy, S. V., & Sahay, B. N. (1972). Homophily—Heterophily between Leaders and 
Followers in a Progressive and a Non-Progressive Village. Indian Anthropologist, 
2(1), 46-52. 
 
Rhodes, C., & Butler, J. S. (2016). Organizational Membership and Business Success: 
The Importance of Networking and Moving Beyond Homophily. Challenge, 
16(1), 5. 
 
Rocca, K. A., & McCroskey, J. C. (1999). The interrelationship of student ratings of 
instructors' immediacy, verbal aggressiveness, homophily, and interpersonal 
attraction. Communication education, 48(4), 308-316. 
 
Santos, J. R. A. (1999). Cronbach’s alpha: A tool for assessing the reliability of scales.  
Journal of Extension [On-line], 37(2) Article 2TOT3. Retrieved from 
http://www.joe.org/joe/1999/april/tt3.php 
 
Schein, E. H. (1990). Organizational culture (Vol. 45, No. 2, p. 109). American 
Psychological Association. 
 
Schindel, J. E. (2008). Gender 101—beyond the binary: Gay-straight alliances and 
gender activism. Sexuality research & social policy, 5(2), 56. 
 
158 
 
Sherif, M. (1966). In common predicament: Social psychology of intergroup conflict and 
cooperation. Houghton Mifflin comp. 
 
Smirnov I and Thurner S. Formation of homophily in academic performance: students 
prefer to change their friends rather than performance. arXiv 2016; 1606.09082 
 
Statistics. (2015). Retrieved December 12, 2016, from https://www.ffa.org/about/what-is-
ffa/statistics 
 
Sue, D. W., Capodilupo, C. M., Torino, G. C., Bucceri, J. M., Holder, A., Nadal, K. L., & 
Esquilin, M. (2007). Racial microaggressions in everyday life: implications for 
clinical practice. American psychologist, 62(4), 271. 
 
Tajfel, H., Billig, M. G., Bundy, R. P., & Flament, C. (1971). Social categorization and 
intergroup behaviour. European journal of social psychology, 1(2), 149-178. 
 
Tajfel, H., & Billig, M. (1974). Familiarity and categorization intergroup 
behavior. Journal of experimental social psychology, 10, 159-170. 
 
Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. The social 
psychology of intergroup relations, 33(47), 74. 
 
Talbert, B. A., & Edwin, J. (2008). Preparation of Agricultural Education Students to 
Work with Diverse Populations. Journal of agricultural education, 49(1), 51-60. 
 
Tenney, A.W. (1977). The FFA at 50:A golden past a brighter future. Alexandria,VA: 
FFA Supply Service. 
 
Tortoriello, M., McEvily, B., & Krackhardt, D. (2014). Being a catalyst of innovation: 
The role of knowledge diversity and network closure. Organization Science, 
26(2), 423-438. 
 
Tourangeau, R., & Yan, T. (2007). Sensitive questions in surveys. Psychological 
bulletin, 133(5), 859. 
 
Trepagnier, B. (2001). Deconstructing categories: The exposure of silent 
racism. Symbolic Interaction, 24(2), 141-163. 
 
Turner, J. C., Brown, R. J., & Tajfel, H. (1979). Social comparison and group interest in 
ingroup favouritism. European journal of social psychology, 9(2), 187-204. 
 
Van Der Wildt, A., Van Avermaet, P., & Van Houtte, M. (2015). Do birds singing the 
same song flock together? A mixed-method study on language as a tool for 
changing social homophily in primary schools in Flanders (Belgium). 
International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 49, 168-182. 
 
159 
 
Van Knippenberg, D. (2000). Work motivation and performance: A social identity 
perspective. Applied psychology, 49(3), 357-371. 
 
Vignoles, V. L., Regalia, C., Manzi, C., Golledge, J., & Scabini, E. (2006). Beyond self-
esteem: influence of multiple motives on identity construction. Journal of 
personality and social psychology, 90(2), 308. 
 
Vincent, S. K., & Kirby, A. T. (2015). Words Speak Louder than Action?: A Mixed-
Methods Case Study. Journal of Agricultural Education, 56(1), 32-42. 
 
Wakefield, D. B., & Talbert, B. A. (2003). Historical narrative on the impact of the New 
Farmers of America (NFA) on selected past members. Journal of Agricultural 
Education, 44(1), 95-104. 
 
Wark, C., & Galliher, J. F. (2007). Emory Bogardus and the origins of the social distance 
scale. The American Sociologist, 38(4), 383-395. 
 
Warren, C. K., & Alston, A. J. (2007). An Analysis of Diversity Inclusion in North 
Carolina Secondary Agricultural Education Programs. Journal of agricultural 
education, 48(2), 66-78. 
 
Wilkins, A. L., & Ouchi, W. G. (1983). Efficient cultures: Exploring the relationship 
between culture and organizational performance. Administrative science 
quarterly, 468-481. 
 
Zealand, S. N. (2016). Census QuickStats about families and households. 
 
2016-17 FACT SHEET. (2016). Retrieved December 12, 2016, from 
https://www.ffa.org/SiteCollectionDocuments/media_ffafactsheet.pdf 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
160 
 
VITA 
ASHLEY	AUSTIN	
EDUCATION 
University of Kentucky 
Expected Masters in Community and Leadership Development 2018 
Thesis: Homophily and Inclusion in the Secondary Agriculture Classroom 
 
Kansas State University 
Bachelor’s in Agricultural Education 2014-2016 
 
Lincoln Land Community College 
Associate’s Degree in Agriculture with Honors 2012-2014 
 
AWARDS 
National Future Agriculture Teacher Symposium  2015  
Dr. & Mrs. Schneider Agriculture Education Scholarship 2015 – ‘16 
Wilbur B. Tendick Scholarship 2014 – ‘15                                                                                                                              
Dean’s Excellence Scholarship  2015 
TEACHING AND RESEARCH EXPERIENCE 
University of Kentucky 
Graduate Research Assistant – CROPS Project 2016-2018 
 
USD 415 – Hiawatha, KS 
Block 3 – Hiawatha High School Agriculture Student Teacher 2016 
RELATED EXPERIENCE 
KSU College of Agriculture Student Records Office 
Student Worker 2014 – ‘15 
 
AgCareers.com 
Campus Ambassador Intern 2014 – ‘15 
 
Elkhart County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office 
Student Intern 2013-2014  
PRESENTATIONS, PUBLICATIONS, AND POSTERS 
Youth-Adult Partnerships in an Educational Based Intervention 
161 
 
Ashley C. Leer, Dr. Stacy K. Vincent, Dr. Joan M. 
Mazur, Dr. Kang Namkoong, and Dr.A. Preston Byrd. 
Poster presented at AAAE Conference 2017 
Youth-Adult Partnerships: A Tool to Increase Youth Engagement in Tractor Rollover 
Safety Curriculum 
Ashley C. Leer, Dr. Stacy K. Vincent, Dr. Joan M. 
Mazur, Dr. Kang Namkoong, and Dr. A. Preston Byrd 
Paper Presentation at ISASH Conference 2017 
Evaluation of Protective Factors’ Contribution to First Generation Postsecondary 
Agriculture Students Successful Transitions 
Ashley C. Leer, Dr. Stacy K. Vincent, Andrea K. Kirby                                                                                                         
Paper Presentation at AAAE Conference 2017 
MEMBERSHIPS 
American Association of Agricultural Educators 
National Association of Agricultural Educators 
Kansas Association for Career and Technical Educators 
Phi Theta Kappa 
Daughters of the American Revolution 
Women’s Auxillary 
 
 
 
